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Introduction

...the characteristically Greek quality of sophrosyné —a quality whose
metaphysical basis was the Greek view of the meaning of all life...

Werner Jaeger, Paideia

The question that must be addressed at the outset of a study named “Xo@pocivvn in
Aeschylus” is of course: what is the meaning of cwppocvvn? Let it be said that the long history
of the term in Greek literature —starting from its very beginning as we know it'— does not allow
for an easy answer. The etymology of coepocvvn is straightforward: odoc (adj.) = safe and sound
+ epnv (n.) = seat of intellectual activity,? but the translation “safe and sound thinking” hardly
makes any sense without considering the context of an utterance. Thus, if one turns to the
categorizations of lexicography, the traditional definitions, as established by the LSJ, span from
“soundness of mind, prudence, discretion,” to “moderation in sensual desires, self-control,
temperance,” and “a moderate form of government” in a political sense.® These definitions reveal
a peculiarity in the term’s semantics, since some of them are descriptive, but also have
connotations of value judgement. Like any term that denotes mental activity, and particularly one
that combines implications of intellect and morality, co@pocivn is notoriously difficult to
translate in a monolectic way. An example of such a difficulty in modern English would be an

attempt to give a definition of the term “wise” —everyone would say that it denotes a positive

! The first instances of cwepocvn appear in Homer; cf. 11.21.462; Od.4.158; 23.13; 23.30.

2 For the etymology, see Chantraine*? (1980), s.v. co@pwv, where he echoes the LSJ definitions arguing that
chepov denotes a person “a 1 esprit sain, intact,” d’ou “sage, qui se domine, tempérant” (198042). For ppnv/ -ec,
Sullivan stresses the fact that in literature older than Aeschylus the “chief activity of phrenes appears to be
intellectual... they seem very much associated with situations of choice and decision. When possibilities have to be
weighed or when uncertainties in various ways of proceeding exist, it is in phrenes that someone acts” (1997, 14).
Accordingly, Sullivan demonstrates that in Aeschylus the gpéveg are likewise connected with intellectual activity (ib.
13-21 and Appendix A).

3 See LSI s.v. cm@pocivn.



value in its literal sense, but no two people would agree on its quality. Therefore, even though “no
single English word adequately translates sophrosyne,”* the fact that the term denotes an
intellectual activity of positive value is one step towards its definition.

In Greek antiquity, this untranslatable term is of high cultural significance, but its long
history also entails a continuous expansion of its semantics. Accordingly, the scholarly works of
de Vries (1943), North (1966), and Rademaker (2005) have attempted to conduct wide-ranging
semasiological surveys on co@poovvn in Greek literature. These works are valuable for our
understanding of the concept’s semantics, as well as its relevance to other cultural concepts, but
they are bound to suffer from certain restrictions. As a consequence of their extensive scope, they
all devote the greatest part of their analyses to authors and genres primarily concerned with
co@pocvvn and its theorization, such as Plato’s philosophical dialogues. Nevertheless, as North
notes in her early chapter on tragedy, “the first great flowering of sophrosyne in Greek literature
occurs in the work of the tragic poets,”® and this remark perhaps anticipates the question as to what
is so important about co@pocvvn in Greek tragedy.

The present study examines the cultural concept of cmepocOvn in the context of
Aeschylean tragedy. The difficulties in any endeavor to pin down the semantics of a cultural idea
in a specific author are many, and de Vries aptly reminds us that:®

Dans une étude de ce genre il faut tenir compte du caractere du genre littéraire dans lequel

se trouve tel ou tel mot. On voudrait pouvoir faire une distinction entre I’'usage commun
de la langue et celui de certain genre et de certains auteurs.

In this regard, de Vries, North, and Rademaker have adequately illuminated the semasiological

history of cmw@poctvn, and the various ways this history is reflected in the genre of tragedy. What

4 Mikalson (1991), 290 n.96. Because I adopt Mikalson’s position on the untranslatability of the term,
ocw@poovvn is not translated in this study.

° North (1966), 32.

6 de Vries (1943), 82.



is presently attempted is an illumination of the ways in which Aeschylus put such a culturally
loaded term to the service of his artistic medium. This study is not a further evaluation, or
refinement, of the semantics of cmw@pocvn in Aeschylus, but it is rather a study of the term’s
thematic significance in Aeschylean tragedy. Therefore, the following analysis aims to decipher
the message conveyed through the treatment of cow@pocvvn in the works of the earliest surviving
dramatist of Athenian democracy.

The three major general studies on cwepocivn in Greek literature offer invaluable
perspectives for the consideration of the term in Aeschylus. In his discussion, de Vries argues that
cw@pocvvn is a concept of both religious and social connotations, as he claims that “coepwv est
quiconque a ’égard des dieux ou des hommes, observe les limites qui lui ont été imposées.”” In
other words, the c@poveg of Aeschylean tragedy are aware of their status in relation to superiors
and act in ways that respect the limits set upon them. In the same vein, North claims that the
essence of Aeschylean cogpooivvn is the observance of limits and connects it with the Delphic
adages of yv@®01 covtov and undév éyav;® namely, the awareness of the absolute power of the gods
that restrains excessive behavior. Considering that excessive behavior in Aeschylus usually
infringes divinely ordained limits, North stresses that Aeschylean cwepoctvn is principally
religious and pertains to the conflict between coppocstvn and HBpig, as committed by mortals who
do not think mortal thoughts.® Even though 11 out of the total 21 instances of cwgpoctvn cognates

in Aeschylus appear within a religious context,'® the overemphasis on the religious perspective in

7 de Vries (1943), 85. This sense, de Vries claims (90), also predominates in Thucydides (1.84; 3.37; 5.100,
101; 6.78; 8.24), but in its secular aspect.

8 For the intersection of co@pocvvn with Delphic cult, see Jaeger (1946), 167.

% See North (1966), 35-6. North’s conclusion touches on one of Darius’ theological aphorisms in Per.820 g
oby vmépeev Bvntov vta ypn epoveiv. The relationship between coppocivn and HPpig is also discussed in de Vries
(1943), 86 and 100.

10 For a catalogue of the cognates of cw@pocvvn in Aeschylus, see Appendix 1. For co@poctvn in a religious
context, see especially Pers.829; Sept.186, 568, 610; Supp.710; Ag.181, 351; Ch.140; Eu.44, 521, 1000. The great
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his works misrepresents the term’s significance, which extends beyond religion and into the sphere
of politics. Contrary to North, de Vries does not downplay the socio-political aspect of Aeschylean
coepocvvn; a still greater sensitivity in this regard is found in the study of Rademaker, who
focuses on the continuities in the semasiological history of the term. In the Homeric epics,
Rademaker argues, co@pocivn is related to the idea of obedience: in all its limited occurrences in
the Iliad and the Odyssey, “the ‘other-regarding’ notions of quiet and obedient behaviour versus a
superior are, directly or indirectly, activated in the context.”'! Subsequently, in archaic poetry,
produced in the environment of the aristocratic polis, co@poctvn assimilates new political ideals
and eventually emerges as the obedient quietness of the non-elites towards their social superiors,
as well as the abstinence of the ruling elites from injustice.'? Therefore, in view of the various
connotations of cw@pocvn that Aeschylus inherited from literary predecessors, Rademaker notes
that those of respect for the gods, abstinence from undue aggression, obedience (for the socially
inferior), restraint of emotion, and quietness (for women) remain the same.™®

Considering the above arguments, there is one dimension in the semantics of co@pocvvn
that must be emphasized. The three studies on the term in effect imply that co@poctvn primarily
expresses an internalized process that allows individuals to understand their status in relation to
superiors. The result of this process is visible in the behavior of the individual, which is assessed
as cOPPV or not cdepwv according to its compliance with the limitations set by those superiors.

Thus, coppocivn appears to be inextricably bonded since its original conception with the idea of

emphasis that North puts on the theological aspect of cm@pocivn seems to stem from older portrayals of Aeschylus
as a theologian; for example, see Rose (1946).

11 Rademaker (2005), 74.

12 jh. 75-97. The term cw@pocivn and its cognates appear in Pindar, Theognis, and Bacchylides, who see
cmepocvvn as the prerequisite for social order; this is also observed by North (1966), 9-24.

13 Rademaker (2005), 99-121. In his study, Rademaker categorizes the instances of co@pocivvn in these
prototypical uses, as he employs the “network model” developed for semantic description in the theoretical apparatus
of Cognitive Grammar; for his network on Aeschylus, see ib. 281.
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status within a hierarchy, and manifests itself on two fundamental levels: the religious and the
social one. On the one hand, there is a certain co@pocvvn that defines the relationship between
mortals and immortals, and this religious aspect of the term in Greek tragedy has been adequately
explored. In his study of popular religion in tragedy, Mikalson observes that “piety is essentially
‘safe and sound thinking’ [cm@poctvn] about the gods,” while this “safe and sound thinking” is
nothing more than the recognition of a god’s tyun (i.e. a god’s function, as well as the honor
deriving from it).}* The process that Mikalson describes is that the mental capacity allowing
mortals to perceive the cosmos (ppnv), also enables them to understand their inferiority next to
divine sublimity (tyuR); thus, a sound mind (co@poveiv) is the one resolved to hold gods in their
proper honor (tiu}).2> On the other hand, regarding the social aspect of co@pocvvn, ancient Greek
society had its own various stratifications (upper-lower class, male-female, parent-child etc.),
which entail different modes of behavioral propriety. Accordingly, social cw@poctvn is also
connected with the notion of status, while its predominant aspects in Aeschylean tragedy concern
the interactions between non-elite and elite males,® per the class stratification embedded in the
cw@pocvvn of archaic poetry, and between males and females.

At this point, the student of Greek tragedy is faced with a paradox. If the semasiological
core of cmepoovvn is structured on the notion of status, how does the extensive use of an

inherently aristocratic term fit in the artistic milieu of a democratic polis? In view of that,

14 Mikalson (1991), 182.

15 For the importance of cwppocivn in Greek tragedy and the way it bears upon contemporary popular
religion, see Mikalson (1991), 165-202. Mikalson is a major proponent of the idea that Greek religious piety was a
product of reasoning. In his analysis of piety and impiety in tragedy, he aptly demonstrates that any insulting or
transgressive behavior towards the divine is expressed in terms of mental damage; a folly blinding mortals to their
designated status in the cosmos and eventually leading to pptc.

18 For the significance of what I would like to call social cwepocivn, in the context of class-defined
interaction, a passage from Lysias is illuminating; cf. 24.17 oi pév yap mhovoior Toig ypruacty EEmvodviat Tovg
Kvdvvovg, ol 8¢ mévnteg IO Tig Tapovong dmopiag cmepovelv avaykalovtal. For a discussion of the connection
between wealth and hubris, as well as poverty and co@pocivn in democratic Athens, see Ober (1989), 208-12.
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Rademaker recognizes that there is something radically different in the treatment of co@pocivn
in the works of Athenian dramatists: a criticism of the term’s firm association with aristocratic
politics, bequeathed by archaic poetry. Rademaker considers an instance of Aeschylean
oco@pocvvn a striking manifestation of this criticism. Specifically, when the placated Erinyes
exclaim after the institution of the Areopagus that the Athenian citizens have come to acquire
coepocvvn (Eu.1000), Rademaker reads a “rare but striking use of cow@pocHvn in an unequivocal
piece of democratic, pro-Athenian propaganda.”’ To discern propaganda behind the extravagant
praise of democratic institutions, as the only liberation from gory retaliatory justice and the
guarantee of social stability, seems perfectly justified. As we shall see, however, the most striking
aspect of coo@pocvvn in the above passage is not the rarity of its use in such a context, but rather
the political environment in which Aeschylus places its manifestation at the end of a trilogy, where
coepoovvn is desperately sought from its beginning. Although Rademaker argues for a criticism
of the aristocratic nuances of cw@pocvvn in Athenian drama, his analysis of this criticism in
Aeschylus is confined to the Eumenides. In fact, the politically critical use of a concept loaded
with cultural significance in Aeschylean tragedy is far more extensive than the extant studies on
coPPOcHVY seem to suggest.

In the following study of Aeschylus’ tragedies and his treatment of cw@pocivvn, the
emphasis shall be on the evaluation of the surrounding context, as well as the way that the
mechanics surrounding hierarchy in the term’s semantics operate. The main argument is that
cw@pocvvn always appears as the status-based behavioral propriety of individuals within a
hierarchy, but this propriety is variously problematized in different plays. Additionally, it is argued

that this problematization pertains primarily to the frailty of cw@poctdvn in political systems where

7ih. 100. On this passage, North equally recognizes a distinct political message (1966, 45).
6



the individual possesses ultimate power, since the combination of autocracy and lack of social
control dangerously blurs the social and the religious hierarchal boundaries. The examination of
Aeschylus’ plays takes place in chronological order of production, allowing for the clearest
possible picture of the ideological horizon that cogpocvvn forms for his work.*® In the Persians,
Darius makes an appeal to cowo@pocovvn for the rehabilitation of Xerxes’ awareness of his status
with respect to the gods, seeing that his presumptuousness has led him to insult them and devastate
the Persian empire. On the other hand, the Seven against Thebes is a contest for monarchy between
Eteocles and Polyneices, where both appeal to cowepooctvn but their actions contest it. The
Suppliants is the only play where no character seriously deviates from cw@pocvvr, but the
insistence on its necessity in view of the Danaids’ integration into a Greek proto-democratic polis
sheds light on the political agenda of Aeschylus. Finally, the Oresteia represents the dysfunctional
mechanism of retaliatory justice in conjunction with the problematic aspects of a monarchic
society in terms of cwepocvvn. Thus, if we accept that “tragedy is born when myth starts to be
considered in the point of view of a citizen,”'® Aeschylean tragedy seems to question whether
coepocvvn can find a non-problematic application in the context of a social structure where the
individual is above the community. In response to that, Aeschylus openly suggests that democracy
is a more appealing answer to this quest for a political system that has the potential to guarantee

that a society treads on the salutary path of co@pocivn.

18 The Prometheus Bound is not part of the present study, and the reason is my agreement with Griffith (1977
and 1983), who has proven that this is not an Aeschylean play. Even if one is not convinced by Griffith’s thorough
arguments on linguistic, metrical, and technical details, West’s arguments on the un-Aeschylean theology of the play
strike a definitive blow against its authenticity (1990b, 62-4). For more arguments against the Aeschylean authorship,
see Bees (1993). In the Prometheus Bound, coppoctvn appears only once and in a context of status-based behavioral
propriety, which —as we shall see— can pass as Aeschylean; it is when Hermes advises the fettered Titan to show
obedience and submit to Zeus (PV.982 kai unv o0 vy’ odnw coepovely Enictacar).

19 Vernant & Vidal-Naquet (1990), 33.



Chapter 1: The Persians

As the earliest surviving tragedy of Aeschylus, the Persians is a benchmark for the use of
cw@pocvvn, for it introduces us to the essential ideas related to the concept in Aeschylean thought.
The young Persian monarch, Xerxes, has just suffered humiliating defeat across the Aegean Sea,
and as the play builds up to his return, Xerxes’ actions are evaluated by the ghost of his father,
Darius, who stresses his son’s lack of cm@poctvn. In this chapter, it will be argued that while
ocw@poovvn refers to the necessity of religious propriety for mortals, Xerxes’ deviance from this
propriety is intimately connected with his role as a monarch. Accordingly, this sets the ground for
a political problematization, since a monarch’s lack of coppocvvn towards the gods is presented
as the result of mishandled political circumstances. A problematic aspect of the play, however, is
that the single occurrence of cogpoctvn in the play appears within a notable crux. This has
prompted a textual debate, which involves some scholarly emendations that remove co@pocvvn
from the Persians altogether. Consequently, before any attempts to elaborate on the significance
of the term, it is necessary to establish that co@pocvvn does in fact appear in the text.

In the second half of the play, after the announcement of Xerxes’ defeat in Greece, the
Chorus of Persian elders invoke the ghost of Darius, who solicits the reason for his summoning
and the lamentations within the royal court. Queen Atossa steps forward and relates to her late
husband the disaster of Xerxes’ vast military expedition. Darius recognizes in his son’s actions the
fulfillment of old prophecies (739-41) and laments the results of Xerxes’ youthful impetuosity
(744 vém Bpaocet). Before leaving the stage, the old king requests from his former advisors that

they instruct his son with prudent advice (829-31), and West’s text reads as follows:*

L All text citations for Aeschylus come from West (1990), unless otherwise stated.
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PO TadT’ ékeivov cmepovelv keypnuévor  Accordingly, beseeching him to be coepwv,
TWOOKET EDAOYOLOL VOLOETHLOOLY, instruct him with prudent advice to cease being
Mi&ar BoPrafodvl’ vmeproun Bpdoet. profane through swaggering rashness.

829 keypnuévov O I Y construitur sicut
xpovreg

The MSS read cogpoveilv keypnuévor in 829, but some of the old scholiasts favor coe@povelv
kexpnuévov, which is also the original reading in Y.2 Considering the importance of the phrase for
the conclusion of Darius’ speech, the correct reading for this line has been the subject of a long-
standing debate, as both variants generate textual difficulties.

Although the MSS agree on the infinitive, emendation has been directed at co@povelv, as
well as keypnuévol, in attempts to accommodate the syntactical needs of ypdopar, which can
govern various lexical categories dependent on the intended sense. The soundest emendations for
ocw@povelv in terms of language, but not plausible in terms of context, have been proposed by
Stewart and Broadhead. Reading 829 as a reference to the prudence of the elders, Stewart proposes
T PPOVELY KeYpNUEVOL, “you being wise,” supplying thus ypdopon with the dative necessary to
give the sense of “enjoy, have.”® This reading, however, is refuted by multiple editors on the
grounds that the emphasis of the present passage seems to be on the prudence that Xerxes lacks,

rather than the one that the elders might have.* On the other hand, Broadhead argues against both

2 West dates Y to the 14" (Lugd. Batav. Voss. gr. Q4A), the commentary under @ to the 12", and I (Athous
IBApwv 209) between the 13 and 14™ centuries.

3 Stewart (1961), ad loc. For the proposed sense, see LSJ s.v. ypéo (B), C3. This argument is based on a
direct juxtaposition with the Homeric formula @peci yap xéxpnt’ dyodijiowv. Nevertheless, the Homeric formula
appears in the Odyssey as a positive evaluation of a previously described behavior; the marital fidelity of Clytemnestra
(3.266), the religious piety of Eumaeus (14.421), and the flattering wooing of Amphinomus (16.398). On the contrary,
if one accepts keypnpévor in the present context, Tt ppoveiv would be a prerequisite for the proposed course of action
(mvdokerte).

4 See West (1990b), 88, and Garvie (2009), ad loc. Perhaps a reference to the wisdom of the Chorus can be
understood as a counterbalance to the catastrophic influence of the kaxoi that originally urged Xerxes to launch the
expedition to prove himself better than his father (753-8). Nevertheless, arguing against Housman’s (1888) equivalent
reading of coepdviL keypnuévol, Broadhead notes: “It seems doubtful, however, whether at the moment Darius is
impressed with the wisdom of a Chorus that in 795 entertained the possibility of sending a better equipped expedition
against Greece” (1960, ad loc).



co@povely and keypnuévol, proposing &¢ epevdv keypnuévov, “as one that lacks wisdom,”
supplying a genitive that ascribes to ypdopot the sense of “to be in want, lack.”® Although
Broadhead’s emendation is syntactically sound,® a careful consideration of Aeschylean poetics
prompts its rejection. The @péveg, as the organ of intellectual activity, are nowhere presented in
Aeschylus as being absent from one’s body, except during infancy and after death.” Therefore, it
seems that there should be no doubt in accepting coppoveiv bona fide.

The problem that remains is to decide on the form of the participle accompanying the
infinitive. Here critics are split between keypnuévot, kexpnuévov (masc.), and keypnuévov (neut.).
In defense of the choice of keypnuévol in his edition, while reading the sense of the phrase as
“requiring, beseeching him to be sensible,” West argues that ypdopon substitutes here for ypfilo
and notes that the two verbs commonly have an overlap of semantics.® Although this would give
good sense, the proposal is highly controversial, and West admits that there is no parallel in Greek

literature for such a use of ypdopor governing an accusative (éxeivov) plus an infinitive

5 For the proposed sense, see LSJ s.v. ypdm (B), C2, construed exclusively with genitive. This emendation
echoes a much older reading by Butler, who likewise proposed 10D @poveiv kexpnuévov, “prudentiae indigentem”
(1816, ad loc.). Broadhead hastily interpolated this reading in a post-revision state of his commentary and justified his
change of mind by connecting the sense in 829 with Darius’ previous references to the proper function of the ppéveg;
cf. Pers.725 ¢ed, péyog tig A0 Saipmv, dote P epovelv kakdg; 750-1 nég T4S” 0 vocog pevady / eiye Todd™ &udv;;
769 ppéveg yap avtod Bupov dlakoatpdpovy; 782 Eépéng 8 Epog maig dv véog véa ppovel. Notice, however, that all
these references describe the way a gp1jv affects one’s behavior, or is itself affected, in a positive or negative manner,
not its absence from one’s body; for Broadhead’s original emendation see below.

6 Garvie (2009) obelizes the text, but endorses Butler’s and Broadhead’s (n.5) emendations as “worth
considering” in view of their syntactical soundness.

” For the gpévec as a mental capacity of the sensible human being, see the respective chapter in Sullivan
(1997), and especially her Appendix A. The only two examples of absence of @péveg are in the Choephoroi, when
Orestes refers to his mother’s futile libations to her husband, a dead person without ppévec, and when Orestes’ nurse
recounts his rearing as an infant without ppéveg; cf. Ch.515-6 Bavovti 8° o0 ppovodvtt dethaia xapig / Enéumet’; 751-
3 kol ToAAG Kol poxBnp’ AveeEéAnT’ épol / TAGoNt: 1O pn epovolv yap domepel BoToV / TPEPEY AVAYKN, TAS Yop ov;
TpOT@L pevog. As a matter of fact, in Aeschylus mortals are set on the road of ppoveiv by Zeus (Ag.176-7 10V ppovelv
Bpotodg 63®- / cavta), in a way that is compulsory (Ag.180-1 kai mop’ &-/ kovrag RA0e coepoveiv). It could perhaps
be argued that Xerxes lacks @péveg in his inclination towards a childish impulsivity (782 maic véog €dv véa ppovel),
thus justifying keypnuévov. Nevertheless, given that all MSS read co@poveiv, the emendation of the infinitive goes
against fundamental principles of textual criticism.

8 See LSJ s.v. yprim 2b, “c. acc. pers. et inf., ask or desire that one should do a thing.”

10



(coppoveiv).® Hall is another proponent of xexpnuévor, but she argues that it governs
vovBetuacty, while mviookete governs cogpovelv and Afi§ot. The sense would thus be: “use
sensible words of warning to admonish Xerxes to behave temperately and stop offending the
gods,” but this reading does not yield sound syntax.'® Thus, in consideration of the various
problems that arise from keypnuévo, it appears that the masculine plural form is not a plausible
option for the present passage.

Although the choice of keypnuévov provides better alternatives, a decision must be made
as to whether it should be taken as masculine or neuter. Under the choice of the masculine
accusative, the passage has been ascribed two different senses. According to Mazon, it reads
“puisque Xerxes est si pauvre de sens,” but ypdopon in the sense of “to be in want, lack” is not
construed with an infinitive.!* Alternatively, in the LSJ entry for ypéopau the present passage is
classified under the sense “consult a god or oracle” as a unique case for classical Greek, which
gives the sense “being divinely warned to be temperate.”*? Consequently, Xerxes is turned into a
recipient of the oracles mentioned by Darius in 739-40.1 In this light, Sidgwick reads: “now
therefore, as he (Xerxes) has been warned to be prudent, admonish him, &c.,” arguing that ypdopon
can be used equally for divine oracles and orders.** This reading, however, has met with the

disapproval of critics who stress the logical leap in assuming that Xerxes had any prior knowledge

9 West (1990b).

10 See Hall (1996), ad loc. Garvie (2009) rightfully claims that “the word-order is awkward, as is the double
infinitive unconnected by kai, requiring perhaps that we understand &ote before AfjEor.”

11 Mazon (2002). West (1990b) is the first to refute this reading and Garvie (2009) follows suit. For this same
reason, an alternative of co@povelv keypnuévot, as “you, lacking co@pocivn,” is not presently considered.

12 See LSJ ypéw (B), A3.

13 ¢f. Pers.739-40 @b toygid v HAOs ypnoudv mpafic, sic 88 moid’ &puov / Zedg GmécKnyeY TEAELTRY
Oecpdtv; 800-2 Tadpot ye ToA®V, &l T motedoot Bedv / xpn Becpdrtotow, £¢ 0 viv mempayuéva / PAEyavta.

14 Sidgwick (1906), ad loc., citing P.0.2.71-2 &v §& TTuBdvi xpnodev / molaipotov tékecsoey, and Th.3.96.1
xpnoBev avtd év Nepéa todto mobeilv to support the connection between 829 and 739-40.
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of the old oracles to which Darius makes but a brief mention.r® Therefore, it appears that
Kexpnuévov as a masculine accusative is unable to provide a sound reading in terms of both syntax
and context.

In his edition, Broadhead originally maintained the syntactical soundness of keypnuévov
as an absolute neuter accusative, drawing a parallel with a similar syntactical structure in the
Agamemnon, where Aegisthus reproaches the rebelliousness of the Chorus during a time that
coepocvvn is enjoined (1620 cmepoveiv eipnuévov).t® Connecting thus 829 with the preceding
lines, where Darius describes Zeus’ punitive disposition towards presumptuousness,’’ Broadhead
argues that ypdv is used here within a wider meaning than its usual connotations of oracular
responses.'® Therefore, an objection to this reading of coepovsiv keypnuévov (neut.) is the
peculiarity of ascribing to ypdopon the sense “to be ordained by a god.” This objection, however,
would be insubstantial, given that Broadhead does make a case for an infinitive accompanying
ypGopon representing the command given by an oracle.'® Moreover, the case is made stronger by
the syntactical parallel of coepoveiv eipnuévov, where coepocivn is ordained by a mortal. In
other words, although ypév is found only in the active voice denoting the command of a god, % it

would not be preposterous to assume that keypnuévov and eipnuévov are parallels, but the former

15 Broadhead (1960) postulates that “these oracles were predictions of future happenings, so that any
‘warning’ would be implicit, not explicit.” Moreover, as Garvie (2009) argues, “we have heard nothing about oracles
that warned Xerxes against the expedition.”

16 Sidgwick (1906) also cites Ag.1620 as a parallel to Pers.829.

17 Pers.827-8 Zelg o1 KOAAGTIC TV VIEPKOUTOV &yav / ppovnudToy Enectty, ebBvvog Poapic.

18 The parallel provided by Broadhead is P.0.7.92 céga Sacig & 14 oi matépmv 0pbai epéveg £& dyaddv
gypeov. Garvie (2009) opposes the parallelism, considering that the passage in Pindar is way more straightforward.
On the other hand, Rademaker impugns Broadhead’s interpretation of kexpnuévov on the grounds that “the verb would
have to be followed by either a declaration of what was about to happen, or a rather more practical instruction as to
what to do: cwepovelv will hardly fit as the content of the instruction of an oracle” (2005, 101 n.1). However, the
parallel in Ag.1620 seems to refute this objection, given that coppoveiv would give perfect sense even if Aegisthus
never elaborated on the torture of the Chorus.

19 ¢f. Hdt.7.178 kai ot &xpricdn avépoiot ebyecda.

2 See LST ypéw (B), Al.
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clearly distinguishes the speaker’s status while expressing within the same syntactical structure
the command of a god, instead of that of a mortal.?*
In view of the above, considering that Broadhead makes the strongest case in terms of
syntactical soundness, his text is adopted here:
PO ToDT EKEIVOV, COEPOVELY Keypnuévov, Accordingly, since ocw@poovvn is divinely

TWOOKET EDAOYOLOL VOLOETHLOOLY, ordained, instruct him with sensible advice to
AMi&ar BoPrafodvl’ vmeproumng Opdoet. cease being profane through swaggering rashness.

The impersonal nature of the parenthetical clause suggests that co@pocvvn refers to the appointed
bounds of mortals as ordained by the gods, whom Xerxes has not only neglected, but also insulted
in his presumptuousness.?? Darius apparently deduces from the description of his son’s behavior
that he has become oblivious to his status in the hierarchy of the cosmos; hence he needs to be
reminded of the subservience that mortals should exhibit towards the gods. Considering the severe
attitude of Zeus towards vrépxopmo poviuata (827-8), Darius’ appeal to the divinely ordained
cm@pocvvn, in his desire to restrain Xerxes’ vmépkoumov Opdcoc from further insulting the gods,
is a call to propriety. Therefore, it appears that coppootvn in the Persians squares with the
proposed definition of the term in the introduction of this study as the positive value term for the
result of a mental process that dictates one’s behavioral propriety in relation to hierarchal
limitations.

Aeschylus’ portrayal of monarchy in the Persians offers a unique insight into the origin of

Xerxes’ lack of co@pocvvn and his ensuing deviance from religious propriety. The fact that men

2L For a god directly commanding a mortal in Aeschylus, cf. Eu.203 &gpnoa mowvag tod matpdg mpdtat, where
Apollo himself admits that he commanded Orestes to kill Clytemnestra. To stress the need for an oracle, as the
necessary medium for a divine command to be expressed, seems to me unjustifiably and pointlessly pedantic with
respect to Aeschylean poetics. In this light, Broadhead claims that “fair sense is obtained if we understand the v.l.
kexpnpévov (or keypnopévov) to mean ‘it having been declared’ (by the gods, presumably) ‘that moderation must be
observed’ (cf. coppovelv eipnuévov Ag.1620).”

22 On this point, de Vries accurately compares Ag.1664 chepovog yvoung [8°] duoptdv TOv Kpatodvid
<Ao1dopeic>, arguing that “le vers 831 AfjEot BsoPrafoivd’ vrepkoun® Opdoet explique nettement en quoi consiste
ici le coepoveiv. Cela va beaucoup plus loin que le ‘prudentem, sanae mentis esse’ ... et se rapporte a Iattitude vis-
a-vis des dieux.” (1943, 86).
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exhibit co@pocvvn in recognition of their proper status in a hierarchy indicates that a mechanism
of comparison operates behind one’s chepwv behavior: one recognizes their inferiority or
inferiority by comparing themselves to others. The figure of the monarch, however, stands on the
apex of the social pyramid and has no superiors to contrast himself with on the human level.
According to Darius, Zeus has bestowed the rule of Asia on a single man, giving him the scepter
of authority (764 oxfintpov evbuvtrpiov), while the Asiatic monarch is beyond anyone’s control.
As Atossa claims, regardless of the outcome of her son’s expedition, Xerxes remains the
indisputable ruler of the Persian empire without any liability to its people (213-4 ovy drevbvvoc
oML, / cmbeic 6 dpoimg thode kopavel yBovog). This lack of accountability, the eb0vva, of the
one holding an g0Bvvtiplov oxfintpov is a pivotal factor behind Xerxes’ lack of cwppociivn
towards the gods. As Goldhill observes:?®

The Persian king is o0y vmevBvuvog moAel. To be vrebOvvog and specifically vrevBvvog

nolet is the mark of the Athenian political system. It is the mark of monarchy to be without
such checks.

The wielder of Asia’s eb0vviplov okfjmTpov is in a situation of constant peril, since he can easily
fall into the delusion of being equal to the gods, and the odds of this happening are dangerously
high, given the elevation of the Persian monarchs to divine status by their subjects.?* In this light,
although Xerxes is the one perpetrating impious BAGPar against the gods out of blindness to the
hierarchal barrier that would avert a cd@pwv mortal from comparing himself to them,? the origin

of such a behavior seems to be subtly ascribed to the frailty of a political system that enables it.

2 Goldhill (1988), 191.

2 cf. Pers.74-80, 150-2, 157-8, 621, 634, 641, 655, 711. For this excessive glorification being the result of
Greek misinterpretation of Persian customs, see Garvie (2009), ad loc.

%5 See Papadimitropoulos (2008), 454, where he notes that “it is [not] far-fetched to suppose that Xerxes,
basing himself on the power of his vast army and navy, does feel equal to the gods, a feeling dangerous in itself, as
every Greek knew.”
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A depiction of the above complex can be seen in the yoking imagery that pervades the
entire play. In the parodos, the Chorus express Xerxes’ expedition in terms of an attempt to “force
the yoke of slavery on Greece” (50 Coyov augiparelv dovitov ‘EALGS), during which a yoke is
also imposed on the neck of the sea (72 Quyov augiporomv adyévi Tdoviov). Subsequently, the most
important aspect of the yoking imagery manifests itself in Atossa’s dream, in which Xerxes tries
to calm two magnificent women, a Greek and a Persian, by attempting to yoke them under his
chariot (190-2 dpuactv 8° Hmo / {edyvuoty avto Kol Aémady’ €n’ avyévav / tidnot). As one would
expect, the Greek woman is insubordinate and breaks the yoke in half (196 {uyov Opader pécov),
but what passes almost unnoticed in the dream’s commotion is the eager submission of the Persian
one (193 siyev ebapktov otopa).?® Apparently, the eager subordination of the Persian people to
the rule of their monarch, as symbolized by the “mare” in the dream, impairs the ability of Xerxes
to discern any limitations in his capacity to “yoke” subjects under his autocratic rule. This is
corroborated in the recognition of the Hellespont’s “yoking” as a sign of hubris by Darius,?” who
shudders before his son’s audacity to treat Poseidon as if he were his slave (745-50). Consequently,
the yoking metaphor that runs in the background of the play not only exemplifies Xerxes’ lack of
co@pocvvn, but also reveals the empowering mechanism behind it; namely, a political system
with such an extreme divergence in terms of social hierarchy that it renders the individual on the

upper echelons susceptible to a delusion of status mobility in the hierarchy of the cosmos.

2 Other than typifying Xerxes’ rule, the yoking metaphor seems to have further political nuances. When the
news of Xerxes’ humiliating defeat arrives in the court, the Chorus express their disapproval towards the utter waste
of the royal power (589-90 Bacileia / yap ddhmev ioyc), given that this will incite the rebelliousness of the people
now that “the yoke of power is broken” (594 @g é\00n Luyov aAkdc). Apparently, the reaction of the Greek “mare”
during the yoking scene in Atossa’s dream can be equally imitated by the submissive Persian one when the
presumptuous “charioteer” is brought low.

27 Conacher (1974), 158, and Papadimitropoulos (2008), 456, are correct in claiming that the bridging of the
Hellespont is a symbol of and not hubris per se. For a discussion of Xerxes’ hubris see below.
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As a monarch, Xerxes becomes negligent towards his position in the cosmic status quo, he
exhibits an utter lack of cow@pocHvn, and eventually he perpetrates BAGPar against the gods. This
concatenation of events manifests itself in Xerxes’ invasion of Greece, the motive of which is
traced in his hubris. Darius asserts that the heaps of Persian soldiers’ corpses in Plataea shall be a
monument to the necessity of refraining from transgressive thoughts, since the whole expedition
was the result of “hubris that blossomed and yielded a crop of ruin” (818-22). The connection
drawn between hubris and cwepocivvn in the present context is not an uncommon one in Greek
tragedy. “Since piety is sophrosyne concerning the gods (nepi tovg Ogovg),” Mikalson explains,
“we might expect impiety to be hybris mepi Todg 8e00c.”?® In view of that, there seems to be an
interplay between Xerxes’ lack of cm@poctvn and his hubris, as expressed in Darius’ various
censorious remarks.

During his final speech, Darius claims that the sinister fate of the Persian army has come
“in requital for their hubris and godless disposition,” since they have plundered the statues of the
gods and set their temples ablaze without any compunction (808-12). This has prompted the
interpretation of the hubris on Xerxes’ part in direct relation to the profane deeds of his army.?°
However, the hubris of the army seems to be a mere byproduct of the hubris of their king; if a
mortal that offends the gods leads an army, the disregard of his soldiers towards all things sacred
is but a mirror image of his own behavior. Under this rationale, Papadimitropoulos argues that
Xerxes becomes hubristic in his attempt to surpass his father by obliterating Athens —the city that

destroyed the Persian army in the past (244)— in order to rebut the kaxoi rebuking him for

28 See Mikalson (1991), 182-3. For the antonymic relationship between cw@pocvvn and hubris, see also de
Vries (1943), 85; MacDowell (1976), 21; Rademaker (2005), 243-4.
29 See Hall (1996), ad 808.
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avavdpia in comparison to Darius (753-8).%° Xerxes greedily strives for his personal triumph and
this “is a vital part of his hubris, because to this aim he devotes all of Asia’s military forces,” and
thus acts in a manner inconsonant with the tenet of undév &yav.* A further dimension can be added
to this remark, considering MacDowell’s observation that “hybris has various causes and
manifestations, but fundamentally it is having energy or power and misusing it self-indulgently.”*?
In the combined perspectives of Papadimitropoulos and MacDowell, it appears that Xerxes” hubris
is the self-indulgent abuse of his power, which is the multitude of subjects constituting his army,
in a vain pursuit of self-aggrandizement. If Xerxes’ hubris is the vain desire for self-
aggrandizement that encompasses perfunctory carnage, what allows him to pursue this desire is a
submissive society that yields to his whims. Therefore, it seems that the monarchic society not
only endangers religious co@pocvvn, but also facilitates hubris, since Xerxes is obviously enabled
to engage in the hubristic behavior examined above by virtue of his position as a monarch.

At the same time, although one could accuse Aeschylus of blunt pro-democratic
propaganda, the view of monarchy in the Persians is not one-dimensional. As a matter of fact, a
monarch can be coepwv towards the gods and avoid hubris, but it is necessary for him to
remember that regardless of his elevated status in the social hierarchy, he should always be
cognizant of his mortal status in the cosmic one. Xerxes has brought upon himself the hatred of

the gods by mishandling his status as a monarch and becoming oblivious to the need of

30 See Papadimitropoulos (2008), 452, where he also argues that that the soldiers’ hubris cannot account for
the hubris that Xerxes is presently charged with. In addition, Papadimitropoulos refutes Conacher (1974), 164, who
argues that Xerxes’ hubris was his extensive imperialistic agenda, as well as Fisher (1992), 260-1, who proposes the
bridging of the Hellespont instead.

31 ib. 454. Papadimitropoulos recognizes that Xerxes’ behavior is transgressive towards the Delphic adages
(457), but does not pay any particular attention to the implications of Darius’ appeal to co@pocuvvn, the metaphysical
basis of which is directly connected with the principles behind yv®01 cavtoév and pundév dyav.

32 MacDowell (1976), 30.

33 1t is clear throughout the play that the authority of the Persian monarchy is predominantly based on its vast
military power; cf. Pers.6-15, 21-64, 74-80, 87-92, 165-9, 249-52, 584-97, 714-6, 731-3, 859-62, 918-30.
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subordination to them. On the contrary, Xerxes’ predecessors on the throne were not of the same
disposition. This becomes clear in Darius’ catalogue of former Persian kKings, where the two most
praiseworthy cases are Cyrus and Darius himself. The former was “a blessed man, who gave peace
to all those he cared for during his rule” (768-9), while “no god resented him in his wise
disposition” (772 gbepwv £pv). On the other hand, Darius was an avid warlord, but he never
inflicted any harm as great as his son’s (780-1), something that perhaps indicates that his
aspirations were not driven by hubris. On that account, Darius deplores Xerxes’ youthful
impetuosity and his negligence towards his father’s instructions (782-3 maig véog €mv véa poVel,
/ k0V pvnpovevel TG Euag miotordg). All former Persian monarchs “who have held this sovereign
power,” Darius says, “could not be held responsible for such a calamity” as the one Xerxes has
brought (785-6).3* In this contrast between the two examples of good kings with Xerxes, it seems
that the latter draws upon himself the divine resentment that Cyrus and Darius never did, exactly
because he strived for glory that is beyond mortal bounds as he fell into the delusion of thinking
himself as an equal to the gods.

In this perspective, the Persians is an example of a tragedy that lays out certain problems
pervading the institution of monarchy. In the political environment in which Aeschylus puts
Xerxes, he proves unable to resist the temptation of taking his elevated social status at face value
and treating the gods not even as his equals, but rather as his inferiors. In view of that, it seems
that Aeschylus problematizes the ability of the individual in a position of power to resist the
temptation of defying the cmppocsvvn ordained by the gods. Therefore, it appears that the Persians
is the first example of the problematization that surrounds co@poctvn in the political environment

of the monarchic society, where the power entrusted to and mishandled by the individual is

34 The Chorus made such a comparison between Xerxes and Darius earlier on; cf. 555-7 tinte Aapeioc pév
obtm 01T aPrafng Enfiv / t0&apyoc molmtoug, / Lovcidog eilog dxtmp;

18



eventually the source of both personal and communal tragedy. In regard to the deviation of the
Persians from the typical mythological content of tragedy, it has been argued that the cultural
message of the play is focused on drawing the distinctive line between Greeks and barbarians.*®
The submissive Persian “mare” in Atossa’s dream is the exact opposite of her unruly Greek
counterpart; the Greeks, the Chorus tell us, are neither slaves nor subjects of any man (242 ovtivog
dodlot kEkAnvTan emTog 0vd  vrAkoot). The fundamental difference between the two contrasted
worlds, however, is mainly political, and this seems to be the reason why the Persian wars provided
the Athenian tragedians with material apt for their genre. Aeschylus brings on stage a society and
a king that is not so different from the ones known from Greek myth: societies trapped within the
whims of absolute rulers, whose abuse of power culminates in their lack of cwepocivn; a

paradigm that recurs in the Seven against Thebes and the Agamemnon.

% Goldhill (1988), 192-3, and later Hall (1989), 62-98.
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Chapter 2: The Seven against Thebes

The second extant play of Aeschylus is the well-known pride of the poet’s Aristophanean
persona, who exults in the creation of a drama Apswc pneotév. The sounds of war provide the
atmospheric white noise for most of Aeschylus’ plays, but the war waged in the background of the
Seven is a civil one, and its gruesome conclusion is the mutual fratricide of Oedipus’ sons.
Polyneices, under the auspices of his father-in-law, Adrastus, amasses an army of Argives and
marches against his fatherland to reclaim the throne from his brother, Eteocles. As the army gathers
outside the gates of Thebes, Aeschylus dramatizes the events within the walls, where a Chorus of
maidens laments the ominous fate of the city. At the same time, Eteocles prepares the city’s
defenses and strategically positions the Theban chieftains against the Argive ones, based on his
scout’s report of their respective armament. In this embattled atmosphere, Eteocles claims to be
ochepwv towards the gods, whereas Polyneices bears a shield that advertises his own co@pocivn.
Accordingly, the semantic horizon of cw@pocvvn introduced in the previous chapter, regarding
the religious propriety of the monarch, is further problematized in the Seven, as the monarchic
aspirations of the two brothers and cw@pocvvn are in fact irreconcilable. This is corroborated by
the fact that in their desire for the throne both Eteocles and Polyneices are prepared to commit the
impious crime of fratricide. In this perspective, the falsehood of the brothers’ claims to co@pocivn
is more prominently displayed in the presence of Amphiaraus, who embodies the quintessence of
the concept and thus becomes a counterexample to the fratricidal protagonists.

Eteocles is the first to assert his co@pocsvvn in an altercation with the Chorus, who

frantically call upon the gods in supplication during their parodos, as the menacing tumult outside

L Ar. Ra.1021.
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the walls paralyzes them with fear (78-180).2 In view of their conduct, which is deemed improper,
harmful for the city, and demoralizing for the army, Eteocles says (182-6):

VUAG EpOTO, Opéppat’ ovk AvacyeTd, I am asking you, insufferable creatures, whether this
) todT dprota koi TOM Ol is best and salutary for the city, or heartening for our
oTpatdl T BApoog Td1de Topynpovpévdt,  beleaguered army: shrieking and howling while lain
Bpétn mecovoag tpog ToMcoovywy Bedv  before the statues of the city’s gods —a behavior
adew, Aakalew, cOEPOVOV LG0T, detestable to the c@povec?

The characterization coepovev wehuoto (186),% plainly indicates that Eteocles’ indignation
stems from his assumption that the maidens lack coppocivn, especially with a view towards
religious propriety.* The maidens do confer tiuq upon the gods, but Eteocles objects to their
perception of the mode of interaction between gods and mortals. As Giordano-Zecharya observes,
Eteocles embodies the hoplitic civic religiosity that is based on a do ut des attitude expressed in
evyai, whereas the Chorus utterly surrender themselves to divine providence through a blind
devoutness expressed in Azai. In other words, Eteocles believes that the gods will not defend a
city if its people make no real effort to defend it (216-8); thus, he attempts to align the Chorus’
prayers with his own, for the gods to grant them victory in order to get their temples adorned with

spoils from the enemy (264-86).

2 The emotional state of the Chorus is evident in their singing; dochmiacs dominate the parodos. For a
discussion on the significance of meter in conjunction with the Chorus’ deviance from proper ritual behavior, see
Stehle (2005).

3 The position of pohpota in the sentence creates a certain ambiguity regarding its case. It has been argued
that taking it as an internal accusative would “give the sentence a much more effective shape than a vocative;”
Hutchinson (1985), ad loc. In the accusative, piofpoto would function as an appositive to the preceding infinitives
(adew, Aokdalewv), whereas in the vocative it would refer to the Chorus. In the MSS, most scholiasts opt for the
accusative, but in the scholia of certain MSS we read: “10 co@povev pushueta fj Tpog 1o adev Aakdlew éotiv, fiyouv
& ol chppovec —T0 abety Aéym kol 10 Aakdlew— poodotv, 1 obTw: @ BpEUUNTO 0VK GVOGYETH, LICHUATO TV
coppovav;” see Smith (1982), 94. At any rate, it seems that what makes the Chorus 8péupata ovk dvooyetd in the
eyes of Eteocles is exactly their adew and Aaxdletv, thus the soundest choice is to take piofpata as an accusative.

# Considering that Eteocles’ reaction is triggered by the clamorous fatalistic supplications, it appears that his
religiousness is distinct from that of the Chorus. As Brown notes, the irreconcilability of the Chorus’ piety and
Eteocles’ practicality is what sets off their overall conflict (1977, 300-6).

° Giordano-Zecharya (2006), 59-67. In view of Eteocles’ religiosity, although Podlecki’s unfavorable
criticism of his character is in many respects sound, the accusation of impiety towards the Olympian gods out of
alignment with chthonic divinities seems stretched (1964, 284-88). Brown is most probably right in impugning this
accusation, as he claims that Eteocles is “not impious but merely sensible” (1977, 300).
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Other than advertising himself as a model of religious cw@poctivn, this call to propriety
also reveals a sociopolitical aspect of cwepocsvvn. In view of the characterization of the Chorus
as coepovev ponuata, Gagarin notes:

The usual translation of these last two words is something like “hated by all sensible

people,” but the additional sense of discipline and obedience, often present in sophron, is

undoubtedly in Eteocles” mind here. He is angered by the chorus’ failure to be properly

disciplined and obedient to his command, and considers such behavior “hateful to those
who are disciplined.”

Undoubtedly, Eteocles regards himself as properly disciplined towards the gods, and wishes to
inculcate the same kind of discipline in the Chorus.” This notion of discipline, however, also
extends in the social realm, as Eteocles demands propriety towards not only the gods, but also
himself as the king of Thebes; thus, considering that there is no space for female intervention in
strictly male undertakings like public matters outside the house (200-2), warfare, and propitiatory
sacrifices (230-2),8 he commands the women to be silent and return to their houses.® Nevertheless,
these appeals to religious and social propriety are only partly successful in disciplining the Chorus,
who go on to sing their stasimon in fear of what the future holds (287).

As the narrative moves towards the shield scene, the scout that brings news from the enemy
camp uses co@poovvn to describe the only pious chieftain in the army of Polyneices. This is
Amphiaraus, who shows proper respect for the gods, whereas all his fellows exhibit disturbingly
hubristic attitudes. Tydeus’ shield bears the vVaépppov ofjua (387) of the starry sky with a full

moon in the center; a most haughty device (391 vmepkoumolg ocayaic). Capaneus’

6 Gagarin (1976), 153.

" In this perspective, Eteocles seems to be using the plural coepdévov to reinforce the idea that he expresses
the Theban people collectively. Accordingly, he poses not only as the religiously caepwv ruler of the Thebes, but
also as the mouthpiece of a community that practices co@pocvvn under his rule.

8 Eteocles echoes the rigid gender roles already defined in Homer; cf. 11.6.487-93. For a detailed discussion
of social limitations for females as imposed by the Greek gender system, see Cantarella (1987), 39-51.

% For requests for silence, see 200-86 passim. According to Rademaker, “Eteocles here poses as the reliable,
calm leader of the city... even though the very vehemence of his rebuke raises the question whether he is cohepwv as
he pretends” (2005, 113).
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presumptuousness is beyond mortal limits (425 ...0 kéumog 8’ o0 kot GvBpwmov epovel), as he
boastfully claims that even Zeus cannot stop him from sacking the city (427-9).%° Eteoclus’ blazon
depicts a soldier climbing a ladder to the top of the enemy’s wall, and the inscription has him say
that not even Ares can throw him off (467-9). Hippomedon, the chieftain stationed against the gate
of Pallas Onca, carries a shield depicting Typhon, the infamous challenger of Zeus’ rule; a blazon
that induces, as Eteocles claims, the hate of Pallas herself against his hubris (502 d&vépog
gxbaipovs’ VPpwv). Parthenopaeus, the Arcadian, swears by his spear, which he holds dearer than
a god (529-30), to sack the city by force;*! in response to this report, Eteocles once again notes the
unholy vaunts of the enemy (551 dvooioig koumdopootyv). The boasts of these impious men (566
avociov avop®dv) plainly suggest their lack of cm@pocvvr, even though this is not directly
expressed. The Argive chieftains are neglectful of their place in the cosmic status quo, they do not
confer proper tiun on the gods, and even dare to challenge their power. Amphiaraus, on the other
hand, is introduced in the narrative sequence as the most coepwv of men (568 d&vdopa
coepovéotatov). Consequently, “the contrast with the other champions is established at once,”?
and it is essentially a contrast of religious cw@pocvvn, which Amphiaraus attests by his blank
shield (590-4).

By the end of the report on Amphiaraus, Eteocles reaffirms the scout’s original praise,
claiming that the prophet is a cO@pwv, dikatog, dyadoc, edcepic avip (610).2 This evaluation of

the seer seems to be based not only on his religiousness, but also his strong objections to the whole

10 Like the Aegyptiads in the Suppliants, Capaneus is said to treat gods with contempt (441 0goVg dtilov)
and such behavior invites retribution; cf. Supp.733 6govg atilov Tig fpotdv ddoet dikny.

111t is perhaps compelling to read, as does Hutchinson (1985), § uiv AandEew dotv Kadueiov Biot / Awdg.
168 adddt unTpog £ dpeokdov for 531-2, but West makes a very good case for i unv homdéewv dotv Kadueiov Biat.
[ Apemg 108 avdin UnTpog £ Opeckdov, as it avoids the repetition of Capaneus’ boast; see West (1990b), 115-6.

2 Hutchinson (1985), ad 568.

13 For an excellent discussion on the function of the scout’s report on Amphiaraus as a counterargument to
Eteocles’ claims about the necessity imposed by his father’s curse, see DeVito (1999).
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campaign. Amphiaraus abhors the godlessness of besieging one’s fatherland and its native gods
with a foreign army (580-3), and in view of Polyneices’ disregard for his future subjects, he
protests (584-6):

uNTpdg e TNYNV Tig kataoPéoet dikn;  What claim of justice shall dry up the maternal

natpic ¢ yoila ofjg Vo omovdiic dopi  spring? How shall your fatherland, captured by

arodoa g oot Evppayog yevioetat,  the spear out of ambition, be your ally?
With this pair of rhetorical questions, Amphiaraus underlines the present controversy between
cause and action, for Polyneices asserts that his restitution on the throne of Thebes is a matter of
justice, but has apparently forgotten what is the essence of being a king. In Amphiaraus’ words, to
“dry up the maternal spring” is to massacre the people, whose support and obedience Polyneices
requires if he is to rule Thebes. Despite his opposition, however, Amphiaraus by implication
endorses the justice of Polyneices’ claim, since his censure concerns the siege of one’s own
fatherland, not the attack against one’s own brother.}* The eldest of Oedipus’ sons might be
reckless in his desire for his father’s throne, but his desire is nonetheless legitimate.'> Amphiaraus
thus brings to the fore the excruciating moral question as to whether the end justifies the means,
since the disregard of Polyneices for the welfare of his fatherland is a major foil to his claim for
restitution to the throne. Polyneices seems to be obsessed with his kingship rather than his
kingdom, but he has nonetheless a claim to justice that even the all-coppwv Amphiaraus cannot
deny.

Eventually, the shield scene climaxes with the description of Polyneices as the attacker of

the seventh gate, and along with this description comes the final reference to co@poctvn. After

relating Polyneices’ boasts and threats against his brother, the scout describes the blazon on his

14 See Orwin (1980), 189, and Adkins (1982), 52-4.
15 See Sommerstein (2010), 85-6, where he argues that the seniority of Polyneices is his strongest advocate
in his feud with Eteocles, as well as the reason why Amphiaraus endorses the justice of his claim to the throne.
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shield, which depicts an armed man and a woman leading the way in front of him. This woman is
the goddess Justice, the scout continues, and the letters on the shield have her say that she shall
restore the man to his city and his father’s halls (645-8).1® The symbolism is obvious. Polyneices
is the armed man that Justice leads back to his fatherland to claim his patrimony.” The striking
aspect of the scout’s description is the way he details Justice leading Polyneices as co@pdovac
fyovpévn, which Rademaker reads as a description of the goddess’ figure.’® As seen before,
however, the value judgement in co@pocvvn is applicable to actions and behaviors of people that
observe the limitations of their status. Thus, using the term to pass value judgement on the
corporeality of an artefact’s figure would be abnormal, given the lack of elaboration regarding the
referent.® Moreover, considering that the figure on the shield is a goddess and not an ordinary
woman, the typical female cw@pocivn, as expressed by Eteocles earlier in the play, can hardly be
applicable in the present context.

To understand the phrase co@povmg fyovpévn, one should examine it as part of an
interpretation of Polyneices’ blazon through the focalization of the scout, in the same manner of

all the previous shield descriptions.?’ The adverb coppévec is a value judgment of the scout on

16 The elaborate “talking” shields described by the scout have in fact no direct archaeological parallels. The
archaeological evidence for writing on shields is exclusively in a dedicatory context; see Berman (2007), 63 n.2.

17.0On the identification of the man on the shield with the man carrying it, see Zeitlin (2009), 94-5.

18 See Rademaker (2005), 104-5. In this passage, the adverb cw@pdvag is glossed by different scholiasts as
either orderly (e0tdktmg), honorably and orderly (cepvdg kai evtdKTmg), or decorously (koopimg); see Smith (1982),
283. These glosses seem to be influenced by one of the definition of cw@pocivn found in Plato; cf. Charm.159b
COPPOCHVN E1VaAL TO KOGUIOC TEVTO TPATTEW Kol ovydt, &v te Taic 6501c Padilew kol StohéyecOat, kod Té AN ThVTOL
ooavtog moielv. Nevertheless, Aeschylus clearly distinguishes between general decorous quietness and co@pocivn;
cf. Supp.723 &AL ovyms xpT) Kol GECOPPOVICUEVAG.

1 Hutchinson (1985), ad loc., notes that “the visible co@pocivn of the maiden reflects the spiritual
coepocvvn of the goddess.” This can be hardly convincing, and the parallels Hutchinson cites are problematic.
Specifically, in X. Ages.6.7 Novywg & domep v mapbivog | coppovestdtn mpoPaivol, the adverb fovywg is both
cause and effect of the maiden’s cw@pocvvn, and the same thing applies to Ar. Lys.473 énel '0ého Y& co@pOVOG
donep kopn kobijoBau for the cowppootvn of the willingly sequestered young woman.

20 ¢f. Sept.480 koumol’ én” EAloL, undé pot eOdvel Aéywv. Eteocles is aware that the scout is the one ranting
(xoumalew) about the chieftains, based of course on the presumptuousness their armaments exhibit; see Hutchinson
(1985), ad 480.
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the figure of Justice, which applies to the personified abstraction of the shield-bearer’s claim, rather
than the corporeality of the figure itself. In other words, reading cm@poctvn as the status-based
behavioral propriety in one’s actions, the scout uses the term to describe the way Polyneices would
have the figure representing his claim of legitimacy forged.?! Therefore, the Justice depicted on
the shield might be one followed in a headstrong manner, but she is nonetheless leading her protége
in accordance with the merits of his status as the eldest son of Oedipus; namely, co@pdvac.

By the end of the report, Eteocles loses his temper in an abrupt way, deviating from his
former composure. Solmsen argues that this is the point where Oedipus’ curse gains utter control
over him,?? but this agitation is perhaps the outcome of Eteocles having an overdue revelation. If
the just Amphiaraus sees no injustice in Polyneices’ claim, and the blazon-censoring scout sees
nothing censurable with the blazon of the instigator of the siege, Eteocles has nothing left to his
defense other than to challenge the justice of his brother. Subsequently, in his inability to rebut his
brother’s claim, Eteocles asserts that Justice never attended Polyneices in his life, and she would
be false to her name if she allied herself with an all daring man (670-1). Putting trust in the
absolutism of this assertion (672 tovtoig temobmg), he decides to stand against Polyneices; who
else has, he asks, a better right (673 tig 8A\log uéillov évdikdtepog;)?2® In view of that, Roisman

insightfully argues:?*

2L This remark seems to add a further dimension to the figure of Justice, which can neither be deduced from
the depiction itself, nor presented as a boast of Polyneices. Considering that Polyneices’ armament —in contrast to
the ones of the first five chieftains— is devoid of any negative value judgments, it appears that the scout is actually
making an implicit comment in favor of his cause. This argument builds on Roisman’s observations regarding the
interpretive function of the scout, whose reports pose moral and rhetorical challenges to Eteocles. In the case of the
report on his brother, however, “instead of denying outright that Dike could afford Polyneices any possible assistance,
on the grounds of the harm Polyneices wishes to bring on Thebes, [Eteocles] declares him unfit on the grounds of
undefined personal characteristics” (1990, 35).

22 See Solmsen (1937).

2 To this ultimate assertion of being just, a parallel from the Suppliants puts the action in the perspective of
Aeschylean morality. Specifically, when the Danaids claim that Justice protects her champions, the Argive king
responds: “she does, if she was a comrade all along” (344 ginep vy’ am’ dpyfic Tpaypdtmv Kowvmvoc Jv). Of course,
such a comradeship can hardly be adduced for Eteocles.

24 Roisman (1990), 35-6.
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He never explains why Dike would not lend a hand to a person like Polyneices. He uses
the term évdikdtepog (673), in a most limited personal way: he is justified in fighting his
brother because both of them are leaders, brothers, and foes. Eteocles does not tell us,
however, why his own cause is more just than Polyneices’. All we are told is that Dike
would never consort with a man like Polyneices.

Therefore, there seems to be ample space for skepticism when it comes to Eteocles’ claim to
justice, while his pursuit of this justice entails a change in his religious disposition that also taints
his earlier claim to co@pocivn.

In the first part of the play, the actions of Eteocles vividly suggest that his claim to religious
ocwepocvvn holds true to a certain degree, but to be convinced by his claim to justice, or to take
Eteocles’ side in the fraternal feud, is to be deceived by a charade.?® Despite his appearance as a
king genuinely pious and concerned about Thebes and its citizens during this moment of crisis, the
responsibility of Eteocles for the incitement of this crisis cannot be overlooked. Since the Seven is
the only surviving play of the tetralogy, there can be no certain definition of the causality behind
the brothers’ dispute. In the surviving tragic tradition on the Theban cycle, however, Polyneices is
always the one whose right to the throne is infringed,? and in the Seven he is likewise the one
unjustly exiled.?” Therefore, Eteocles is in no way blameless for the situation at hand, but the

silence of all Theban citizens on his culpability is striking; neither the Chorus, nor later the scout

25 For views of Eteocles as an innocent victim of necessity, see Solmsen (1937), 200-7; Cameron (1971), 13;
25-6, 40; Lawrence (2004) passim. Additionally, even though he recognizes Eteocles’ part in the quarrel, von Fritz
systematically downplays his culpability for the incitement of the war by contrasting his sense of responsibility with
Polyneices’ rashness; see von Fritz “Eteocles in Seven against Thebes,” in Lloyd (2007), 146-7, 166-73.

% In Sophocles, Eteocles exiles Polyneices and usurps the throne; S.0C.361-84, 1284-345. In Euripides, the
two brothers have an agreement on alternate kingship, which Eteocles breaks out of desire for exclusivity; E. Ph.56-
87, 357-525. This agreement appears to be a Euripidean innovation to the tradition; see Sommerstein (2010), 85-6.

27 Sept.637-8 7 LHVT ATLacTRpa TOG AvdpnAdTny / PUYHL TOV avTtdv TOVde TeicacOat tpomov, 979 Edeiéar’
€k uydg épol. In the earliest surviving testimonies on the Theban cycle, Polyneices is the one that incurs Oedipus’
curse on both his sons by serving him a meal on Laius’ table; cf. Bernabé (1987), Thebais fr.2-3. This incident could
have been used to justify Polyneices’ exile in other versions of the myth, but there is no evidence to entertain the
possibility of Aeschylus presenting this exile as a well-deserved treatment in his tetralogy.

27



say anything about the trouble that Eteocles has caused to Thebes because of the way he treated
his brother. Nevertheless, as Orwin insightfully notes:?
If it is that Eteocles is blameless before Polyneices, it rests upon a misreading of the
evidence. We must not conclude that Eteocles is guiltless from his failure to accuse himself.
Nor is it decisive that while he still lives no one else accuses him, when “no one else”

consists of an underling and some terrified maidens to whom courage comes only much
later in the drama.

The utter silence regarding Eteocles’ part of the blame early on proves not his innocence, but rather
his iron rule —something repeatedly demonstrated during his dialogue with the Chorus.
Regardless of how one chooses to assess the character of Eteocles in the dispute with his brother,?
his unjust treatment of Polyneices is the avowed casus belli.

Similarly, Eteocles’ religious co@pocvvn is contested by his impious resolution to become
a fratricide for the sake of his throne and incur pollution. Eteocles justifies the decision to meet his

brother in battle by resorting to fatalism and blaming Oedipus’ curse (652-5):

o Oeopavéc Te kol Oedv péyo oTdyoc, Oh, my family, maddened and greatly hated by
® mavdaxputov apov Oidimov yévoc: the gods, the race of Oedipus, soaked in tears.
MOL, TATPOG 01| VOV dpai TELEGPOPOL. Alas, my father’s curses now come to fulfillment.

This fatalism, however, can hardly be convincing, since “it is not really Fate or the Erinys alone
that brings about the duel, but Eteocles’ belief that the curse must come true which causes him to
choose as he does.”*® Even when the Chorus attempt to dissuade him, stressing the irredeemable
religious pollution of fratricide (682 ovk &ott yijpag todde T0oD pdopatog), Eteocles once again

resorts to unconvincing fatalism, claiming that “the god hastens the deed” (689 émel 0 mpdyua

28 Orwin (1980), 189.

29 The fact that Eteocles has been unjust is not a de facto vindication of Polyneices, who threatens the entirety
of the Theban population with massacre for the sake of an interfamilial dispute. Although he is not the legitimate king
of Thebes, as Polyneices asserts (631-41), Eteocles maintains that he acts in the best interest of the Theban people (cf.
Sept.1-20, 30-9, 264-86). Eteocles’ awareness of his civic responsibility is aptly expressed through the ship metaphor
that pervades the play; cf. Sept.2-3, 62-5, 208-10, 283, 595, 652, 992. For an analysis of Eteocles’ self-portrayal as a
good leader, see Kirkwood (1969), 18-20.

30 Cameron (1970), 109.
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Kapt' emomépyst Heoc).3t Therefore, it appears that the challenge of his rule is enough to bring
Eteocles’ religious cw@poovvn on its head, for sovereign ambitions seem to weigh for him more
heavily than religious propriety. This holds equally true for Polyneikes, who seeks to either kill or
exile his brother (636-8), while also leading a host of impious followers. As in the case of Xerxes
and his soldiers in the Persians, the impiety of the Argives seems to be the reflection of their
leader’s disposition. This manifests in the description of the boasts and blazons of Polyneices’
captains in the shield scene, which clearly echoes Darius’ speech, especially regarding the load of
vmép- compounds that exemplified the excessiveness stemming from the lack of cmgpocivn.

In retrospect, it seems that the Seven evokes the semantics of cw@pooctvn from the
Persians, but also expands on its significance. Xerxes was a presumptuous monarch who led a vast
expedition in pursuit of self-aggrandizement, during which he became impious towards the gods
and neglectful towards his subjects. Likewise, with indifference towards the civic chaos that ensues
from their conflicting claims, Eteocles and Polyneices strive for their father’s throne, while being
mutually willing to commit a crime of impiety that incurs the gravest of religious pollutions.

After the play reaches its climax with the news on the mutual fratricide, the reaction of the
Chorus is indicative of the brothers’ image in the eyes of the Thebans. The maidens lament both
brothers as “demolishers of their paternal halls and achievers of bitter monarchies” (882-3
gpewyitoryot kol mkpag povapyiog / id6vteg), commenting thus on the motivation of both brothers,
which was no other than the desire for exclusivity on the throne. Consequently, the first two plays

of the Aeschylean corpus have already set for coppocivn a semantic as well as thematic horizon.

31 The student of Aeschylus cannot help but discern the echo of the scene during Xerxes’ return in the
Persians, and especially Darius’s theological aphorism that “the god lends a hand to the one that hastens himself”
(742 6tav onevdn Tig avTog, Y® BE0G GLVATTETOL).

32 ¢f. Sept.387 vmépepov ofjua, 391 vreprkdumolg caydic, 425 6 koumoc & 0¥ kot EvOpomov @povel, 502
avopog €xBaipovs’ BPpiv; Pers.749-50 Bvntog v Be®dv 1€ Tavimv det’, ovk gDPoVALY, / kal [ToceddVOg KPATHGEW. ..
808 UBpemg Gmowva kabéwv epovnudtmv, 820 Mg oy VIEPEEL BvnTov dvta yp1 epovely, 827-8 Zehg Tol KOAAGTIG
TOV VIEPKOUTOV Gyav / ppovnudtov Ensoty, ebBvvog Papic.
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In both plays the term has connotations of status-based behavioral propriety, which applies equally
towards religious and social hierarchies. Moreover, in both plays the monarch proves to be an
intrinsically problematic figure in terms of cw@pocvvn, with a manifest proclivity towards
delusions of majesty, which in turn induce impiety and civic catastrophes. Amphiaraus seems to
be the first exception to this pattern, but more exceptions are to follow in a further expansion of
the term’s thematics in the Suppliants and the Oresteia, especially in the sphere of political

discourse.
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Chapter 3: The Suppliants

As the earliest surviving enactment of a diplomatic crisis, the Suppliants introduces a new
perspective on co@pocvvn in Aeschylean tragedy. In their attempt to avoid a marriage of familial
endogamy, the daughters of Danaus flee from Egypt, along with their father, and seek refuge in
Argos. Under Danaus’ scrupulous advice, the Danaids come forward in supplication and ask the
Argive king, Pelasgus, for protection from their persecuting cousins, the Aegyptiads. The crisis
that Pelasgus is called to resolve has a double edge. On the one hand, Greek custom dictates that
suppliants are to be protected in the name of Zeus Hikesios. On the other hand, if the Aegyptiads
have a formal claim on the Danaids by Egyptian law, a refusal to surrender the maidens can only
be expected to result in retaliation. In view of that, references to co@pocvvn in this play are made
exclusively by Danaus and pertain to the appropriate conduct of the suppliant maidens, insofar as
they plead such a precarious case being themselves foreigners. Therefore, co@pocivn in the
Suppliants continues to connote a status-based behavioral propriety, but this time regarding the
status of a foreigner and especially awoman in the Greek world.! Although the term does not seem
to be as important for the moral evaluation of characters as in previous plays, it appears that
Aeschylus uses co@pocvvn in this play with a specific political agenda in mind as he stresses its
importance for a democratic society.

The opening scene features one of the longest prologues in Aeschylean drama, where the
Danaids introduce themselves and relate their misfortunes and lineage. The identification of the

maidens is established when they refer to their father, who has been the adviser of their plans (11

! Female co@pocivn consists of specific ideals, which remain essentially unaltered throughout antiquity;
namely, chastity, modesty, self-control, and obedience. See North (1966), 1 n.2, 21.
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Aavoodg 8¢ motip koi Boviapyoc).? As an Argive squadron approaches, the first words uttered by
Danaus are indeed advice for his daughters, as they are told to keep their wits about them and
follow his reasoned instructions (176-7 gpoveiv ypn- Edv epovodvt 8’ flkete / ToTdL YEPOVTL), in
order to avoid further misfortunes. The instructions to the maidens concern their mode of
supplication; they should respond to questions with plaintive and lugubrious words that reveal
their neediness, as befits strangers (194-5 é¢ émylvdoag tpénet). Above all, Danaus adds (197-9):3

eBoyyfL 8" énécbo mpdTo pEV To un Opacv,  Let no audacity follow your words, and let the
TO un pdratov 8 K TuetOnoT cOEPOHVOV forehead of faces with coppocvvn, along with
1o TpocOTOV SUUATOC TOp TIGVYOV. the serenity of the eyes, affirm your solemnity.

Danaus points at the capacity of facial expressions to indicate one’s co@pocvv, and we are
perhaps to understand a reference to a lowered gaze that would exhibit the submissiveness of a
supplicating party. Apparently, Danaus understands that their favorable treatment depends on a
demonstration of awareness regarding the status of a suppliant, and especially a band of female
ones. His last words are indicative: “remember to be submissive,” Danaus exclaims, “you are a
needy, foreign, fugitive; bold speech does not beseem the ones of inferior standing” (202-3). The
Danaids endorse the rationality of their father’s advice and promise to act accordingly (204
PPOVOVLVTMG TTPOG PPOVODVTOG EVVETELS).

When Pelasgus enters the stage, he marvels at the Danaids’ barbaric raiment and the way
they dispense with the formalities that define proper conduct for foreigners (234-45). As soon as
they are asked where they hail from, the Danaids attempt to establish their connection with Argos

by attesting their descent from lo. Consequently, the Argive king admits that they have a share in

2 For the ambiguities surrounding the adjectives that introduce Danaus in the narrative, especially regarding
his role as the instigator of the Aegyptiads’ assassination later in the tetralogy, see Sommerstein (1977), 67.

3 The Medicean MS reads co@povdv, but all editors agree on a reaccentuation to cw@povov that restores the
soundness of the text. The petdnm, however, is both superfluous and beyond any certain emendation. For the citation,
I choose to read the text of Friis Johansen & Whittle, who also give an account of the various editorial conjectures on
this frustrating crux (1980, ad 198). Regardless of how we choose to deal with petdno, our understanding of the text
is not inhibited; see Rademaker (2005), 114-5.
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the land (325). Nevertheless, when the maidens reveal the purpose of their travel from Egypt, he
realizes that providing them with asylum could be a cause of war (342); thus, the Danaids attempt
to reassure the king that the justice of their cause guarantees that Justice will be his champion.
Nonetheless, Pelasgus doubts their allegation (343-4) and is deeply skeptical about a decision that
will force the people under his rule into the terrible dilemma of either defying Zeus Hikesios or
getting involved in unforeseen bloodshed. Pelasgus’ scruples bring his thoughts back to the alleged
legitimacy of the Danaids’ cause, and thus he requests proof that Egyptian law does not endorse
the authority of the Aegyptiads over them (387-91). Instead of a response, the Danaids once again
resort to allegations that Justice is on their side.* As a result, Pelasgus proclaims that he cannot
decide the issue at hand without harm and thus resolves to resign (438-44). After hearing that, the
Danaids threaten to pollute the altars of the gods by hanging themselves from their statues (455-
67).° Apparently, the self-control advised by Danaus earlier on is utterly neglected in the prospect
of their asylum being rejected, which instills a paralyzing fear in the women (513 dvc@opeiv popwt
Qpéva).

Eventually, Danaus is sent to the city in order to plead their cause with the entire citizen
body, and succeeds in receiving the unanimous vote of the Argives in favor of granting asylum to
the suppliants (605-8). Immediately upon this news, the Danaids start praying for Argos and its
citizens (625-709), treading on the path of cw@poctvn. They pray for plague and civil war to stay

away from the city, and for the youth not to be destroyed by Ares; for altars to teem with offerings

4 The supplication of the Danaids could certainly be rejected, given the negative consequences of its success
for the Argives. Therefore, the constitutional complications that Pelasgus puts forward seem to be a warranted and
genuine issue to be considered; for unsuccessful supplications, see Gould (1973), 80-2. In this regard, the fact that the
Danaids never refute a legal compulsion at their expense perhaps indicates that by Egyptian law their cousins indeed
have authority over them; see Friis Johansen & Whittle (1980), ad 387-91. In addition, when the Egyptian herald
appears on stage, he also pushes the legitimacy of his otherwise outrageous behavior; cf. Supp.916-37.

5 The threat of the Danaids to kill themselves and bring pollution on the supplicated party is exceptional in
terms of threats made by suppliants. The use of threats by a supplicating party is an admittedly rare phenomenon, but
it always appears within the context of successful supplications; see Naiden (2006), 84-5.
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and new defenders to be always born for the land; for Artemis Hecate to protect women giving
birth, and equally Apollo Lykeios the young men; for Zeus to bring crops to perfection and flocks
to great multitude; for singers to compose good songs at the altars; for citizens to protect the
common welfare and foreigners, honor the native gods and their parents.® Danaus expresses his
approval and commends the cogpoctvn of his daughters (710 gdydg pev aivd téode cOPpovac,
¢@ilan), as their prayers “dispense with the violent threats that they had used before in favour of a
benevolent calm.”” Accordingly, when the ships of the Aegyptiads can be seen approaching in the
distance, Danaus advises his daughters to remain within the constraints of cw@pocivn (724
NoOY®G YPT Kol 6EcmPPOVIGHEV®G), as there is no reason to resort once again to actions that would
challenge the behavioral propriety of their status. Terror starts seizing the Danaids (738), but
Danaus reassures them that the vote and courage of the Argives is a secure bulwark.

The play eventually reaches its climax when an Egyptian herald attempts to drag the
Danaids back to the shore and return them to their cousins. Pelasgus defends the supplicating party
as per the city’s decision and announces that they are free to move into the city. As the Danaids
consider the housing options offered, Danaus has a last piece of advice, which pertains —once
again— to the need for cw@pocvvn, as he has one more cwepdvicuo for his daughters to heed
(992). Specifically, Danaus recognizes that the assimilation of refugees to a new community takes
time, and the process is easier if the refugees adopt local customs. In the case of the maiden
Danaids, the behavioral propriety that Danaus urges them to keep up refers to their chastity, as he

warns them about the disastrous results that the loss of their virginity would incur. Therefore, his

& Reverence for foreigners, gods, and parents are traditionally considered the three written laws of Justice;
cf. Supp.708-9 and Eu.269-72, 538-48.
" Rademaker (2005), 115-6.
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final words before leaving the stage underline the significance of this aspect of social cmppociivn
(1012-3):

povov evAa&at Taed’ émotolas motpdg,  Only keep in mind these instructions of your
TO COPPOVELV TIHDGA ToD Plov TALov. father, and value co@pocvvn more than life itself.

This final remark of course refers to sexual reticence,® and cogpoveiv “is here for the first time
used to describe the behavior proper to unmarried women.”®

In retrospect, although cwepocvvn in the Suppliants may not be the pivot of moral
evaluation as in previous plays, it seems that it is revealing for an important political perspective
on Aeschylean drama. In order to understand this perspective, one has to focus on the most striking
peculiarity of the play; namely, the “anachronism” of its political setting.® In other words,
although Pelasgus is a king, who has a dominion that exceeds the typical geographical space of a
polis (249-73), he systematically refuses to take authoritarian decisions in the manner of Xerxes
or Eteocles, even when the Danaids try to undermine the political power of the citizen-body (370-
5). As Easterling puts it:'!

The Chorus, brought up in Egypt, and therefore familiar with the model of the Eastern

potentate, assume that Pelasgus can do as he chooses without consultation; but Pelasgus

insists that the people be involved, and it becomes clear, when at length he has arrived at a
decision, that the issue is not settled until the people have ratified it.

The significance of this political paradox of the Suppliants and the political portrayal of the
Danaids have been analyzed in terms of Aeschylean dramatics. On the one hand, Garvie argues
that the peculiar proto-democratic constitutional monarchy of Argos has a unique dramatic value,

since the dilemma of Pelasgus, between protecting the citizens of Argos or the suppliants of the

8 See Friis Johansen & Whittle (1980), ad loc.

® North (1966), 37.

101t has been argued that the term anachronism is not applicable to the artistry of the tragedians. Accordingly,
the proto-democratic regime of the Archaic Age Argos in the Suppliants is no exception, since “anachronism cannot
be equated with artistic incongruity;” see Burian, P. “Pelasgus and Politics in the Danaid Trilogy,” in Lloyd (2007),
200-2.

1 Easterling (1985), 2.
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gods, is exactly what makes him a tragic persona.*? On the other hand, Hall reads the portrayal of
the Danaids along the lines of tragedy’s rhetoric of “otherness” and the “cultural importance of
defining democracy by comparison with barbarian monarchy or tyranny.”

In view of the above remarks, it seems that co@pocsivvn in the Suppliants is the bearer of
an implicit political message. In Greek terms, the “barbarian” Danaids would certainly require
cw@pocvvn to be accepted in any society, regardless of its political regime. Although the necessity
of cmppocvvn presently pertains to the Greek world, the fact that the representative Greek society
is portrayed as a proto-democratic one does not seem haphazard. The non-coincidental aspect of
this portrayal is corroborated by the fact that this connection between cw@pocivn and democracy
recurs in the Oresteia. Specifically, in the Eumenides, the democratic process instituted by Athena,
who acts as another Pelasgus by resorting to democratic arbitration,** is hailed as the quintessence
of cweposvvn. In Aeschylus, whenever a society is praised for its communal decisions, these
decisions are the product of democratic processes. Therefore, in the portrayal of a society that

democratically decides to protect suppliants at its own cost, the Athenian dramatist emphasizes the

coepocvvn required from the suppliants to become its members.

12 See Garvie (2006), 150-4, and Burian (n.10), 208-10. The fact that Pelasgus refrains from deciding the
matter at hand has been also read as a “process of transferring the responsibility to decide;” see Zelnick-Abramovitz
(1998), 570-1.

13 See Hall (1989), 190-200.

14 Although the word itself is never used, periphrastic allusion to dnuoxporio are found throughout the play;
cf. Supp.398, 488, 601-4, 623-4.
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Chapter 4: The Oresteia

The final chapter of this study is devoted to cm@pocvvn in the entirety of the Oresteia,
since the unique completeness of the trilogy allows for an overview of the development of its main
theme, which is directly related to the term. The main theme of the trilogy is justice, and what
Aeschylus dramatizes is the shift in its administration from the individualistic lex talionis to civic
juridical process. This developmental process takes place along an almost kaleidoscopic traverse
across political milieus. In the Agamemnon, the city of Argos is under Agamemnon’s absolute
monarchy, which is replaced in the end by the tyranny of Clytemnestra and Aegisthus.
Subsequently, in the Libation Bearers, the two tyrants are deposed by Orestes, and the play ends
with the pursuit of the matricide by the Erinyes and a city in utter political disarray. In the
Eumenides, the vicious cycle of crime and revenge is eventually broken in Athens, where Athena
—as the queen of the city (Eu.288)— acts as another Pelasgus by passing her juridical power to
the court of the Areopagus, which acquits Orestes in a democratic juridical process. Accordingly,
ocw@pocvvn appears in key moments, connecting the dysfunctional individualism pervading the
custom of retaliation with the excess in behavior that the individual is susceptible to develop when
occupying the highest rank in the social hierarchy of a monarchic society. In the first two plays,
cw@pocvvn pertains primarily to the distorted self-image of individuals in terms of justice, and
the dysfunctional relationship between communal welfare and personal revenge. Finally, in the
Eumenides, where no single individual presides over the societal chain of command in the polis of
Athens, the society is praised for the co@pocvvn that the democratic mechanism of administering
justice enforces on both individual and community.

In the Agamemnon, co@pocvvn is the key for our understanding of the Chorus’ evaluation

of Agamemnon. Thus, the term appears initially in the parodos, where the Argive elders lay out
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the greatest problem of their king’s actions. Ten years have passed since the Greek army left for
Troy in retaliation for Helen’s elopement. The two Atreids raised a battle cry from the depths of
their heart, like two birds of prey robbed of their nestlings (47-54). As a god from above would
respond to the birds’ painful shrieks by sending an votepomovov 'Epiviv to avenge the loss of their
nestlings, so Zeus Xenios sent the Atreids against Paris for the sake of a wanton woman, sacrificing
Greeks and Trojans alike (60-7). The avenging expedition of the Atreids, however, did not start as
auspiciously as the alleged motive to avenge Zeus Xenios would demand. In fact, the choral song
changes to a mournful tune! as the elders recollect the omen that sped the expedition, along with
Calchas’ enunciation of its terrible ambivalence (145 o pév, Koatdpopea o0& @AGpOTO
totpovbavt). Seeing two eagles devouring a pregnant hare, Calchas predicted the success of the
campaign. Nevertheless, sensing Artemis’ anger with the eagles’ “sacrifice” of the hare, the seer
feared lest the army’s departure was hindered in demand of another sacrifice: a harbinger of a
pvépov Mivig tekvomowvog (155).2 Therefore, a highly problematic aspect of Agamemnon’s
actions is his decision to offer this ominous sacrifice, despite his knowledge of the terrible
consequences.

As the narrative progresses towards the climax of Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice his

daughter, the Chorus become overladen with anxiety and find themselves in need of some comfort.

! For the repeated cry of ailvog (121, 139, 159), see Fraenkel? (1950), ad 121.

2 The cause of Artemis’ anger has been —and probably will continue to be— a matter of heated debated,
which this study does not aspire to resolve. Both the symbol and the symbolized in the omen have attributes worthy
of resentment. Therefore, scholars have ascribed the reason for the goddess’ wrath either to the literal aspect of the
omen (i.e. the killing of the pregnant hare), the past crime of Atreus, or the deaths of innocent Trojans; see Lloyd-
Jones (1956), (1962), and (1987); Kitto (1960), 1-39; Whallon (1961); Hammond (1965); Peradotto (1969); Lawrence
(1976); Kyriakou (2011), 105-10. The most important aspect of the obscure etiology of Iphigeneia’s sacrifice is that
Aeschylus does not mention or allude to the traditions associated with it. In the summary of the Cypria
(Procl.Chr.80.41-9), we learn that Agamemnon offended Artemis by boasting of his archery skills, while in later
sources he avoids fulfilling his promise to offer the goddess the most beautiful animal of his herds (S.EI1.558-76;
Eur.1T.20-33, 209-17). The hushing of the traditional etiology seems to serve —although obscurely— an artistic
purpose, since the anger of the goddess gets connected with present events rather than past offenses; see Fraenkel?
(1950), 99, and Peradotto (1969), 243-8.
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Consequently, they dart into an invocation to Zeus (160-83), as they seek to relieve themselves
from a “vain burden of anxiety” (165-6 &i t0 pdtav and epovtidog dyboc / xpn Borelv ETOU®C).
This sudden divergence in the narrative, along with the cryptic language of 160-83, has rendered
this invocation —the so-called Hymn to Zeus— one of the most discussed passages in Aeschylean
tragedy. Taking this into consideration, the Hymn demands a diligent analysis, since at the final
stanza and right before resuming their narrative, the Chorus refer to co@pocivvn for the first time
in the trilogy (179-83):3

otalel 6’ avl’ Hrvov mpo kapdiag There drips before the heart, instead of sleep,

Uynoum oy Tovog Kol tap’ §-  a pain reminiscent of calamity; co@pocivn is
Kovtag NAOs cwPpoveiv: inculcated even in the unwilling. Surely, there
dapovaev 8¢ mov yapig Pioaog comes a certain coercive favor from the gods,
OEALLOL GEUVOV TUEVOV. who sit on the august bench of the helmsman.

In view of the obscure gnomic content of this stanza, some further attention to the motive and the
purpose behind the Hymn is required, if we are to understand who are the people referred to as
drovteg and also appreciate the significance of cw@pocsvvn in the Chorus’ moral evaluation of
them.

As seen above, the motive for the Hymn is explicitly stated in the first stanza (160-6) as
the vain anxiety that afflicts the Chorus. But what is the nature of this anxiety? Two possible

answers arise immediately from the context of the Hymn.* On the one hand, although Calchas

3 For this citation, I choose the text of Denniston-Page, who make a strong case for Turnebus’ emendation of
Buaimg in 182; see Denniston-Page (1957), ad loc. The major debate around 182-3, however, concerns the substitution
of the enclitic mov of some MSS with the interrogative mod attested in M, thus making the end of the Hymn a
pessimistic denial of the gods’ yépic. For the original proposal, see Pope (1974). This proposal has found some support
amongst scholars; see West’s (1990) edition and Willink (2004), 45-6. Nevertheless, Pope’s pessimistic reading has
received ample criticism; see Booth (1976) and Raeburn-Thomas (2011), 88. On that point, Conacher claims that “to
read the sentence at vv. 182-183 as a despairing question about all the generations of the gods. .. surely makes nonsense
of all that has gone before: first, of the Chorus’ point (163-166) that only Zeus can help cast off the vain burden from
the mind and second, of the Chorus’ careful distinction (174-178) of the special contribution of Zeus in contrast with
his predecessors” (1976, 331-2).

4 Regarding the Hymn’s place in the parodos, Dawe (1966) has made a renowned proposal for a transposition
of 160-83 after 217, arguing that the Hymn’s current position has a flimsy connection with the context. Although
Dawe makes certain ingenious remarks, his overall argument is not convincing, given the utterly unorthodox defiance
of the principles of textual criticism. For a well-thought counterargument on the level of interpretation, see Bergson
(1967).
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prophesied the capture of Troy (126-30), the war has been terribly prolonged, and the outcome is
still uncertain (67-8).° On the other hand, as the narrative looks forward to the adverse winds and
the sacrifice of Iphigeneia, there seems to be a certain unease for the unfulfilled ominous part of
Calchas’ prophecy,® “whose arts do not fail fulfillment” (249). In other words, if the foreseen
winds came true, so must the uvaumv Mivig tekvomowvog. Next to those explanations, Smith
identifies the Chorus’ anxiety with their continuing inability “to understand [Iphigeneia’s killing]
as an effect corresponding in some way to an adequate cause.”’ In view of this wide spectrum of
interpretations, Schenker is perhaps right to suggest that to choose one explanation over another is
misleading, since the ill-defined apprehension in 163-6 “creates a general mood of gloom and
foreboding, all of it centered on Agamemnon and the Greek expedition to Troy.”® In fact, it seems
that the concerns of the Chorus are focused on the common denominator behind the
aforementioned situations, and that is the suffering involved in mortal affairs, either in terms of
war casualties or divinely imposed punishment for one’s crimes. Therefore, the purpose of the
Hymn is a relief from such an anxiety, and the elders seek it in an invocation of Zeus, since he is
the latest divine ruler —as we are told in the Hymn’s second stanza (167-75)— and thereby the
god that presides over the flow of destiny.

In the third stanza of the Hymn (176-83), the Chorus elaborate on the reason why Zeus is
identified as a source of relief (176-8); it is he who set humanity on the road of cognition (ppoveiv)

and established by law the capacity of human intellect to advance through suffering (né0st péfoc).°

® For the identification of the elders’ source of anxiety with the concern about the welfare of the army, see
Gagarin (1976), 139-50.

% So Denniston-Page (1957), ad 160ff.

7 Smith (1980), 16. In the same vein, Lloyd-Jones argued that the Chorus face a dilemma, since “Zeus has
sent the Atreidae against the Trojans, but Zeus will concede to Artemis her demand for vengeance against the tearers
of the hare” (1956, 61).

8 Schenker (1994), 5.

% Before Zeus, in terms of traditional Greek cosmology, humans had no need of intellect, for they lived under
Cronus in a safe and carefree utopia, where their needs were met automatically. Therefore, as Sommerstein observes,
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One cannot help but wonder about the kind of relief brought by this reflection. Philology cannot
provide an answer to such a deeply religious question, but the anthropological analyses of myth-
based religious systems can help us put it in perspective. Specifically, in a world where humans
think of themselves as bound to suffer,*® the chaotic web of causality behind their suffering, which
is not always justified, induces an existential anxiety. Accordingly, this anxiety naturally creates a
feeling of powerlessness and passivity, which can be nonetheless relieved by putting confidence
in some sort of ultimate purpose. As Lévi-Strauss puts it:*!

[contrary to scientific thinking] myth is unsuccessful in giving man more material power

over the environment. However, it gives man, very importantly, the illusion that he can
understand the universe and that he does understand the universe.

In the present case, the Chorus do not try to fathom the cosmos, but they anxiously seek to
understand the causality of the disturbing events in Aulis. Thus, the “vain burden” (165) of their
anxiety “may easily be understood as the fruitless search for an ultimate cause by the limited
human intellect.”*2 If the Chorus feel a relief in contemplating Zeus’ power, it is the purpose that
he gave to suffering; namely, the intellectual advancement of humanity. Consequently, the
recollection of Zeus’ supremacy, in his role as the guarantor of a meaningfulness behind the painful
human existence, seems to restore the emotional stability required for the elders to resume their

narrative.

“[blefore Zeus, the law maber pébog, even if it was theoretically true, was ineffective (&xvpov), vacuous, trivial...
Zeus, by introducing suffering, for the first time made the law actually operative” (2010, 184).

10 As is evident throughout archaic poetry, Greek religiousness overall is not based on a belief of divine love
towards humanity. The Homeric Zeus fills the urns of human destiny by using two kinds of material: one taken from
the jar of evils and the other from the jar of blessings. A mixture of the two is the usual allotment, but while filling an
urn solely with evils is considered a likely possibility, the contrary is never mentioned (11.24.525-30). In Hesiod, the
gods hide the means of life from humans and impose on them a life of toil (Op.42). Accordingly, Dover describes the
relief coming from the Hymn as “the feeling of liberation which comes from mature acknowledgement of the
limitation of one’s own powers, not the euphoria induced by trust in an infinitely good deity” (1973, 63).

1| évi-Strauss (1995), 17.

12 Golden (1961), 164.
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In the last five lines of the third stanza (179-83), where co@pocivn comes to the elders’
mind, the Hymn’s dense gnomic content shifts from generality to particularity. The Chorus
interject that “a pain reminiscent of calamity” has been depriving them of sleep (179-80),** and
conclude with a reference to individuals that are unwilling to act with co@pocsvvn. This reference,
however, has proved to be a conundrum for the scholarly discussions of the passage —a
conundrum that results from the attempt to link co@poveiv with the theological doctrine of ndOet
néoc.** Taking coepocvvn to stand for generic “wisdom,” scholars have time and again noted
that no wisdom comes through suffering in the Oresteia;'® hence, reading cm@pocHvn as wisdom,
prudence, or anything of the sort, barely enhances our understanding of the Hymn’s finale. On that
account, the scholarly attempts —scanty as they are— to interpret cogpoveiv in 181 pay no
attention to the aspect of semantics that this study on Aeschylean cm@pocvvn has so far
highlighted as pivotal. In all of Aeschylus’ plays so far, the semantic nuances of the term always

function as a positive value judgement for one’s status-based behavioral propriety within a

13 For the interpretation of these lines as a reference back to the Chorus’ own feelings, and not a general
gnomic utterance, see Lebeck (1971), 26 n.3; Gagarin (1976), 143; Schenker (1994), 6. Reading these lines as a topical
reference is not a matter of mere personal choice, since the imagery invoked also has direct dramatic significance. As
established in the watchman’s prologue (1-39 passim), it is the middle of the night, and while Clytemnestra and the
watchman have many reasons to be awake, it appears that the Argive elders are unable to sleep because a pvnoupmv
novog otdlel & avh’ bmvov mpod kapdiag.

14 For a lighthearted account of the bewilderment regarding this stanza, see Sommerstein (2010), 164-70.

15 S0 Denniston-Page (1957), ad 184 ff., where they express their frustration with the doctrine’s application
to Agamemnon and other characters. Equally, Smith notes that “the striking thing about wisdom and suffering in the
Oresteia is their separation” (1980, 23).

18 In his pessimistic reading of the Hymn, arguing against the discernment of any divine gifts by the Chorus,
Pope argues that “it is possible, but not likely, that the word co@poveiv connotes wisdom in anything resembling the
way we are accustomed to use the term, that is to say a faculty or virtue possessed and exercised in freedom” (1974,
107). Attempting to counter Pope’s reading, Booth maintained that the Chorus indeed praise the gifts of Zeus to
humanity, since man “learns ‘sense’ after suffering tragic catastrophe... [and] co@poveilv means ‘to see sense,” ‘to be
sensible;’” (1976, 225). On the other hand, Schenker takes 180-3 as a “universalizing commentary” and argues that
even to the elders, “unwilling though they are, comes the clear recognition that under the universal law of Zeus, their
king and countrymen must suffer the consequences of their actions” (1994, 7). The most striking aspect of all the
above arguments is that they are expressed without quoting any supporting scholarship. This is hardly surprising, as
even Fraenkel’s magisterial commentary has no notes on the meaning of 180-1.
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hierarchy. Therefore, instead of asking whom the Chorus see as unwilling to act prudently, we
would be better off asking whom they see as unwilling to conform to the propriety of their status.

To answer this question, one should discern the hierarchy presently alluded to behind
ocw@pocvvn, and as the reference to the helmsman’s bench in 183 clearly suggests, this seems to
be the one between gods and mortals. The Chorus seem to try to convince themselves that the
suffering of the dxovrtag will compulsorily lead to their correction and advancement due to the
divine favor of intellect. Nevertheless, a question still remains: who are the mortals that acted
impertinently towards the gods? Denniston-Page argue that this is Paris and the Trojans that abet
him, since they have transgressed the customary laws of Zeus Xenios.!” But this answer hardly
explains the pvnoumuov tévog of the Chorus, since the elders can hardly be anxious as to whether
Paris will learn how to behave towards the gods. On the contrary, 179-83 seem to reflect on the
immediate context, as the pvnouuwv quality of the Chorus’ movog echoes the pvapov Mivic
(155) of the prophecy and foreshadows Agamemnon’s Topokond TpoToTiu®VY (223).

When the narrative for the events in Aulis resumes, it becomes clear that Paris is not the
only one that has offended the gods. After the decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia, the judgment on

Agamemnon’s character is unusually direct for the Chorus, who exclaim (218-27):

énel &’ avaykag £6v Aémadvov But when he put his neck under the yoke of
@pevog Tvémv dvuooefi] tpomaioy necessity —breathing forth the profane,
Gvayvov dviepov, T00gv unholy, unsanctified wind of his mind— he
TO TAVTOTOALOV PPOVELV UETEYV®. henceforth veered his disposition to uttermost
Bpotobg Opacvvel yop aioypountig audacity. For wretched infatuation emboldens
TéAavo TOpoKoTa TpoToTHeV- ETAa &’ ovv  mortals: this counsellor of shameful deeds and
Butnp yevésban pioneer of calamity. He thereupon endured
Buyatpog, yovaukonoivaov sacrificing his daughter to further a war of
TOAELLOV AP®YOV revenge over a woman and offer preliminary
Kol TPOTEAELDL VADV. rites for the fleet’s departure.

7 Denniston-Page (1957), ad 61.
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Agamemnon’s disposition is emphatically characterized as impious (219-20), while the decision
to perform a filicidal sacrifice is considered the gruesome manifestation of his impiety.'® The most
important aspect of this criticism, however, is what the Chorus identify as the source of
Agamemnon’s impious conduct: the tpowtonfumv mapakond. Fraenkel remarks that 222-3 evoke
a central theme of Aeschylean dramaturgy and draws a connection with the Persians (97-9), where
we read:

QOQpmV Yap <motr>caivovca 10 Tpdtov Tapdyer Infatuation leads a man in a place beset with nets,
Bpotov &ig dprvot<ar>’ Ata fawning on him at first with friendly intent; no
160V 00K EoTv VTEP BvaTov AAOEAVTA UYETV. mortal can overleap his way out henceforth.

“[1]t is perhaps no accident,” Fraenkel argues, “that in the surviving plays of Aeschylus 166¢v only
occurs in these two passages, which are so closely akin in thought.”® The thought in the Persians,
as Garvie explains, is a “man’s quest for excessive success and prosperity,”?° which in the case of
Xerxes —coupled with his lack of cowppoovvn— induced an impious behavior. Accordingly, it
seems that Agamemnon’s Topakomnd is an excessive desire to pursue his cause regardless of the
cost, which is here set by Artemis as an action that would turn Agamemnon’s piety on its head.
The gods seem to be testing whether the professedly all-pious king of Argos shall prove his real
character —the character that he inherits from his father, Atreus, whose sacrifice of his nephews

mirrors the sacrifice now asked from Agamemnon.?! The test eventually proves that Agamemnon

18 Scholarly criticism on the sacrifice stands divided. Zeitlin argues that behind the sacrifices in the Oresteia
we see “the distortion of the relationship between gods and men which results in impiety” (1965, 498). On the other
hand, Dover maintains that “Agamemnon took the course which most people with Greek values and presuppositions
would have felt bound to regard as dictated by honour, justice, piety and the overriding obligation to subordinate one’s
own life and the lives of one’s dependents to the common good” (1973, 66). Finally, Pucci takes the middle road by
reading into the demand for the sacrifice a means of divine persuasion, while noting that the Chorus “emphasize the
father’s awful daring in sacrificing his daughter... nevertheless, they demonstrate a certain amount of
unreasonableness and even violence in their disregard of Artemis’ demand” (1992, 524). Regardless of how one
chooses to evaluate the act of the sacrifice, the Chorus are explicit about their own moral judgement.

19 Fraenkel? (1950), ad 223.

20 Garvie (2009), ad 93-100.

21 See Peradotto (1969), 249-61. When Cassandra appears on stage the complex of inherited fj0o¢ is brought
forcibly to the fore (1085-99, 1178-97). For the artful expression of this complex in the lion parable (717-36), see
Knox (1952).

44



is a true child of Atreus; namely, an impious dynast that would stop at nothing to achieve his
personal goals.??

In retrospect, it seems that the pain that keeps the elders awake at night is the prospect of
the chastisement of Calchas’ prophecy, but this chastisement is not applicable exclusively to
Agamemnon. Although he is the primary referent, the king of Argos is just one of the dxovteg
ocw@povely, since he is not alone in his warmongering lust. Even if the peer pressure of the
euouayot BpaPic (230) is just an alleged motive behind Agamemnon’s decision to sacrifice his
daughter, no real opposition against the impiety of the act was ever voiced by his followers. The
Chorus do know that the mortals who disregard the gods will suffer in their unwillingness to act
with co@pocvvn, but the belief in an ultimate correction through their suffering later proves to be
wishful thinking. Most of the Greek army is lost in the middle of the Aegean Sea, in a way that the
army’s herald announcing the return of the king ascribes to pure divine anger (648-80), while
Agamemnon is also destined to meet his demise.

At the end of the brooding parodos, Clytemnestra delivers the news brought by the fire
beacons and brings the narrative back on track with the dramatic present. The Chorus cannot hold
their tears hearing that Troy has fallen (270), thus confirming that the outcome of the war was
indeed afflicting their thoughts. Nonetheless, Clytemnestra reminds them that the safe return of
the army still depends on the soldiers’ proper conduct. Should they act reverently towards the gods
in Troy, and not allow the prospect of gain to overcome the proper reverence for things sacred, the
Argives shall return safely;?® “these are,” says Clytemnestra, “the thoughts of a woman” (338-48).

To this sensible assessment of the war’s outcome, the Chorus respond: “lady, you speak wisely,

22 For a discussion on the substance of Agamemnon’s famous dilemma (206-17) and the alleged divine
coercion that some scholars ascribe to the Trojan War, see Appendix 2.

2 Once again, Aeschylean language creates echo chambers as Clytemnestra’s képdectv vicopévoug (342) is
resounding in the background of the herald’s retrospective aphorism vikdi 10 képdoc, mijpa 6° oK avrtippénct (574).
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like a cd@pwv man” (351). This is a point of elegant irony, since the ascription of cw@pocvvT is
directed towards one of the least deserving characters of Aeschylean drama. Clytemnestra utterly
lacks the kind of cwepocivn specifically associated with a good woman, since she does not
conform to any of the traditional notions of gender-based behavioral propriety. The religious
ocw@pocvvn invoked in her remark, however, draws a significant parallel between the Argive army
and the sacrilegious army of Xerxes in the Persians. In the first chapter of this study, it was argued
that the hubristic conduct of the Persian soldiers was the physical extension of Xerxes’ own hubris
out of lack of coppocvvn. The infamous profanities of the Greeks during the sack of Troy,?* as
implied in the herald’s account of Troy’s utter destruction (527-32), seem to have the same source;
namely, a leader’s lack of cw@pocvvrn towards the gods, which eventually passes on to his
subordinates.?> Contrary to Xerxes, Agamemnon’s initial lack of co@pocvvn is not the product
of presumptuous despotic overambitions, but rather his blind zeal for revenge.

On that account, the parodos also showcases the thematic similarities between the
Agamemnon and the Seven in terms of cw@pocvvn and political leadership. As in the case of
Polyneices and the Aikn on his shield, Agamemnon is next to his brother the dvtiducog (41) of
Paris and claims Zeus Xenios as his advocate in a dispute.?® In the same manner, as Polyneices’

claims to justice could not be reconciled with his actions, the claims of Agamemnon can hardly be

24 For an account of Priam’s death —although a suppliant of Zeus Herkeios— at the hands of Neoptolemus,
as well as Cassandra’s rape by Ajax the Lesser while clasping the statue of Athena, see Apollod.Epit.5.21-2 and
Paus.10.31.2.

% The portrayals of Agamemnon and Xerxes are unmistakably similar in many ways. The yoking metaphor
used throughout the Persians, which implicitly suggested Xerxes” monarchic presumptuousness, is applied by the
herald to Agamemnon; cf. 529-31 1owovde Tpoia nepiParomv (evktnplov / Gvaé Atpeidng npéoPug evdaipwy avip /
fiket. The most significant parallel is of course drawn during the famous carpet scene (914-57), where despite his
initial inhibitions Agamemnon eventually proves that he has taken up an “Oriental despot’s pomp;” see Lanahan
(1974), 24-5.

% AQg.810-11 mpdytov pév Apyog kai Ogodc &yympiovg / Sikn mpooeunsiv, tovc époi petortiovg. For the
significance of petaitiog in expressing the equal responsibility of the human and the divine factor for the Trojan War,
see Fraenkel? (1950), ad 811.
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reconciled with his impiety and the “angered talk of citizens that equals a publicly ordained curse”
(456-7) back home.?’ A central theme of the Seven, as seen in Amphiaraus’ objections to the claims
of Polyneices (Sept.580-9), was whether the end justifies the means. In the case of Agamemnon,
the Chorus clearly express their criticism against the means, but also against the end of their king’s
ambitions: the retrieval of a wanton woman.?® Like Polyneices, Agamemnon has a serious lack of
ocw@poovvn towards the gods, since he decides to pursue his cause even under the burden of
impiety, as well as against all considerations of communal welfare.

In the very beginning of the play, the Chorus presented the framework of the administration
of justice in the metaphor of the votepomovog Epwvig (45-57) that follows crimes. Consequently,
Agamemnon’s crime finds its Erinys in Clytemnestra, who not only calls upon the Justice, the
Ruin and the Erinys of Iphigeneia as her accomplices (1431-3), but also proclaims herself the
incarnation of the mighty old spirit of Vengeance that inhabits the house of Atreus (1501-4).
Hearing these allegations, the Chorus find themselves frustrated and unable to retort with any

censure, since they cannot fathom the conflicting claims of just revenge (1560-6):

6veldog fikel 108 avt’ dveidovg, Blame goes against blame, and it is a hard
dvopaya & £oTL Kpival. struggle to judge the situation. The ravager
QEPEL PEPOVT’, EKTIVEL O O Kaivov: gets ravaged, the killer pays in full. It stays
pipvet 8¢ pipvovtog v Opovot Atog firm, since Zeus remains on his throne, that
nabelv Tov EpEavta- Oéouoy yap. the doer shall suffer; for it is law. Who
Tig v yovav <&>paiov ékParot dopmv; shall rid the house of the curse’s seed? The
KEKOAAN T YEVOG TTPOG BTOit. entire race is stuck to ruin.

In the same vein, moments later, Aegisthus claims that Justice herself led him back in revenge of

Atreus’ crimes against Thyestes (1605-12).%° To the claims of Aegisthus, however, the Chorus

27 The curse forms under the talk of angry citizens, who have been receiving the ashes of their dear ones from
Troy (Ag.429-74).

28 The disapproval of the elders for Agamemnon’s decision to wage a war of many casualties for the sake of
Helen’s retrieval is a recurrent topic, even when Agamemnon himself appears on stage; cf. Ag.60-8, 225-7, 445-49,
799-804.

2 This is a direct parallel with the Seven, especially on the level of language; cf. Sept.647 xotd&m & &vdpa
Tovde, AG.1607 Tpapévia & adbig 1) Afkn KaTHyoyEy.
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respond with sheer aggressiveness, since they refuse to accept the tyrannical rule of a coward over
Argos (1633-5), but they selectively ignore Cassandra’s prophecy for the mown of Thyestes’
children (1219-26).

Despite the protests of the elders, the death of Agamemnon brings the monarchy of Argos
to an end, as his two murderers institute an imperious tyranny. The self-assertiveness of both
Clytemnestra and Aegisthus manifests itself in their violent threats against the Chorus’
unwillingness to exhibit co@pocivn towards the new status quo. Once again, the term is used to
denote the expected behavioral propriety of the socially inferior. Therefore, as the insubordination
of the elders excites the tyrants’ aggressiveness, Clytemnestra warns them that should their violent
resistance fail, they shall have a belated lesson in co@poctivn (1425 yvaont dwdaybeig oye yodv
10 co@poveiv). In the same manner, Aegisthus threatens them with torture (1617-24), which shall
teach them in their old age how to behave per their superiors’ commands (1620 cw@povelv
eipnuévov), and eventually he loses his patience with their stubborn resistance that he deems
devoid of coppociv (1664 chppovog yvadung [8°] duaptdv tov kpatodvrd <hotdopeic>).%

A striking aspect in this portrayal of the tyrant duo is its direct connection with the theme
of cwepocvn that runs through the entire play. In the parodos, Agamemnon was portrayed as the
monarch who fails to understand what his status towards the gods is and goes on to act with the
gravest impiety. In view of this mortal delusion and its foreseen consequences, the Chorus
reckoned that the gods shall bring the ones led astray from status awareness back to the ways of
cwepocvvn. Correspondingly, Agamemnon’s murderers rise to power by assuming the role of the
avenger, and in doing so they not only continue the vicious circle of revenge, but also exhibit an

utter disregard for the community. In view of that, the lack of co@pocivn of the murderous couple

30 Even though certain restoration of 1664 seems improbable, the corruption does not seriously impede our
understanding; see Frankel? (1950), ad loc.
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falls within a familiar pattern, especially as they liken themselves to the status of the ones “seated
on the august bench of command” in the Hymn. In a masterful Aeschylean cross-reference,
Aegisthus rebukes the Chorus for being insolent towards the ones who sit on the helmsman’s
bench, whereas they themselves occupy the benches of the rowers (1617-8 oV todta ®VEIG
VEPTEPOL TPOCHEVOS / KOTML, Kpotovvtov tdv &mt {uydt dopdg;).3! The idea of excessive
haughtiness, coupled with the disregard for the community, is connected once again with sovereign
power, something already familiar from transgressors of cm@pocvvn such as Xerxes. Therefore,
as the play reaches its finale, Argos is left in a state of violent unrest induced by a royal family
whose members are impious, as well as dangerous in their obsessive and uncontrolled self-
righteousness.

In the Libation Bearers, co@pocvvn is not as prominent as in the first part of the trilogy;
in fact, it appears only once, in Electra’s prayers over her father’s tomb.3 An important aspect of
this play is the fact that the labyrinthine problems of morality that previously framed
Agamemnon’s actions now belong to the past. On the contrary, the murder of Agamemnon —
previously recognized as a yopag pioopa kai Oedv Eyywpiov (Ag.1645)— is for the second part
of the trilogy the predominant point of reference in terms of moral evaluation.®® The play opens
with Orestes’ prayer for support in his plan to avenge his father (18-9), cut short by the entrance

of Electra and the Chorus of house slaves. The slave women talk about the xdpig dydpirog of the

3L This idea is again expressed later in the trilogy, echoing the Hymn’s cepuvov céipa of the gods; Ch.975
oelvol pév foay &v Bpdvoic 160’ fuevot.

32 The part of the second stasimon where co@pocivn seemingly reappears (785-7, 80 0o TUYElv 88 pov
/ xupiong 10 cwepocvveLt / patopévolg 16€iv) is hopelessly corrupt, and the most recent editors soberly choose to
obelize it. For a detailed discussion of the various emendations, out of which the most probable ones remove any
notions of cw@pocvvn, see Garvie (1986), ad loc. In the apparatus of his edition, Page (1972) notes: “textum foedissime
depravatum praebet M; necesse est aut tradita obelis scatentia repraesentare aut textum coniecturis incertissimis
plenum legentibus offerre. hoc praetuli.” In the same vein, I choose to omit 785-7 from this study.

3 In view of Electra’s recognition of Iphigeneia’s terrible sacrifice (242), the fact that Orestes invokes Zeus
by saying: “koi tod Qvtiipog Kai 6e TU@VTOG péya / TaTpog veoscovg Tovad dmoedeipag mdbev / EEgig Opoiag xepog
gbBowov yépag;” (255-7) makes the patriarchal focus of the trilogy seem crude.
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propitiatory libations sent by Clytemnestra, the 80c0go¢ yuva (44-6). The impiety of Clytemnestra
and Aegisthus is time and again emphasized,®* to the point where Agamemnon’s crimes become
“no longer dramatically relevant”® for the protagonists of the play. Therefore, with an exclusive
focus on her mother’s deeds, Electra pours the libations contrary to her request, and while doing
so she makes an appeal to co@pocvvn. Instead of conciliation, Electra asks her father’s spirit to
assist in Orestes’ return and grant her more cw@pocvvn, and piety in her actions, than her mother
(140-1 ot € pot d0g COPPOVESTEPAY TOAD / UNTPOC YevéohHal yeipd T° evoePeoTEPOV).
Regarding this dual request, it is assumed that Electra is thinking of chastity
(coppovestépav), in contrast to her mother’s adultery, and the terrible murder of her father (yeipd
T gvoePeotépav),®® but such an interpretation seems arbitrary. First, regarding the reference to
Clytemnestra’s adultery, it has been noted that the adultery per se has minor significance in the
trilogy.®” Thus, it seems that co@poctvn here is more closely related to Clytemnestra’s defiance
of the prescribed gender roles of the patriarchal Greek society, and primarily the one that wants

women to be under the jurisdiction of a k0Optoc.3® On the other hand, regarding the connection

3 cf. Ch.71-4, 241, 376-9, 429-38, 525, 594-601, 637-8, 644-5, 942-5, 1027-8.

% Garvie (1986), ad 242. These lines are the only reference to the sacrifice of Iphigeneia in the play. As
Garvie insightfully notes, the fact that Clytemnestra never pleads the sacrifice as her motive is telling, as she “must
be presented simply as the criminal who deserves her punishment.” On the contrary, Agamemnon is systematically
praised; cf. 354-62, 556, 1071-2.

3 So Garvie (1986).

37 Bowen rightfully claims that, other than the passing references in Ag.856-7, 1204, 1439, 1441, and Ch.916-
7, Aeschylus makes “virtually no use of sexual relations as a theme” (1986, 51).

38 The term kVpilog expresses a specific function of the Greek male gender role, which translates in a male’s
responsibility of regulating the lives of the females of his oikoc. Originally, a woman’s k0piog was her father, later
her husband, and in the case of widowhood her son or closest male relative. In other words, a Greek woman’s life
oscillated between the xvptdtng of males; for a full discussion on the cultural concept, see Schaps (1998). In view of
that, it is striking that in the first stasimon the Chorus juxtapose Clytemnestra’s crime to the crimes of Althaea, Scylla,
and the Lemnian women; for the mythological references, see Garvie (1986), ad 585-651. The murder cases
respectively refer to the murder of a son, a father, and husbands; namely, all possible kbpiot of a woman’s life.
Accordingly, in her avépopoviov kéap (Ag.11) Clytemnestra rids herself of her husband and sends away her only son,
leaving no kvprot to control her, given that we do not know if her father, Tyndareus, is alive. Given his cowardly
passivity, Aegisthus can hardly be considered a k0prog of Clytemnestra, and this is corroborated by the fact that they
rule Argos on equal terms; cf. Ch.304, 973-4, 1047. For an elaborate discussion of Clytemnestra’s androgynous nature
in the Oresteia, see Zeitlin (1978).
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between gvoéfeta and Agamemnon’s murder, it should be objected that the description of human
affairs never appears in terms of evoéfewo in Greek drama;®® thus, the referent of ygeipd
evoePeotépayv cannot be the murder of Agamemnon, simply because he is a human, not a god.
What Electra has in mind is exactly the ydpog piooua kai Osdv yyopiov (Ag.1645) that her
mother, the dvc0eog yuva (44-6), has brought upon the city of Argos. The ultimate purpose of
Electra’s prayer is for an avenger to show up and pay Agamemnon’s murderers back in their own
coin, as retaliatory justice demands (143-4). Despite the recognition of Clytemnestra’s impious
actions, the disastrous self-righteousness, which has been the motive of all previous crimes, still
resonates in the background. The vengeful lust that dominates the hearts of Electra and the Chorus
(106-23) makes it obvious that the impasse of the self-administered retaliation is not yet realized,
while this lust is further excited after Orestes reveals the divine will that demands the retaliation,
along with the consequences of his failure to comply (269-305).

As it happens, Orestes is the only true victim of tragic necessity in the Oresteia, given that
his murderous pollution is a product of divine compulsion. Regardless of Apollo’s command,
however, Orestes still hesitates before striking a deathblow to his mother (899), only to be
reminded by Pylades that the gods are not to be made one’s enemies (900-2). At this point, it is
striking that Orestes must decide between two expressions of cow@pocivn. On the one hand, there
is coppocHvn towards the sanctity of the parental figure and the dreadful Erinyes that preside over
intrafamilial slaughter. On the other hand, there is cw@pocvvn towards Apollo, who ordains
Clytemnestra’s death at Orestes’ hands (269-74), and the horrendous paternal Erinyes of
Agamemnon (282-3). Looking back to the Hymn to Zeus, the son of Agamemnon is the only

member of the royal family that belongs to the éxovtag instead of the dicovtag cwppoveiv. Yet his

39 See Mikalson (1991), 181-2. The Aeschylean gvcéBeta is no exception; cf. Sept.344, 602, 610; Supp.852,
340, 419, 852, 941; Ag.338, 372; Ch.122; Eu.1019.
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situation demonstrates that even for those willing to be cogpoveg, the lex talionis —with its
vicious cycles, like the one Orestes finds himself in— renders cow@pocvvn an impossibility.

Orestes chooses to be coepwv towards Apollo instead of his mother, thus honoring the
sanctity of the gods over the sanctity of the parental figure. In view of that, the first appearance of
a cognate of co@pocvvn in the Eumenides reminds us this choice. Pythia finds Orestes at the altar
of Apollo, holding his bloody sword and an olive branch that is adorned cw@poévmg with the
paraphernalia of supplication (44).%° Considering that the cost for Orestes’ devoutness was the
murder of his mother —an act certainly devoid of cw@poctOvi— Pythia’s remark sounds almost
ironic. Nevertheless, Orestes’ Olympian-oriented co@pocvvn will eventually prove to be a far
sounder criterion for the administration of justice than the self-centered, individualistic retaliation,
the only limit of which is supposed to be the cwppocsvvn towards the Erinyes, whose i is to
forestall kindred murder.

In the case of Clytemnestra, the opening scene of the Eumenides reveals an unexpected
aspect of religious co@poctvn. The apparition of the late queen laments the dishonor that she
suffers amongst the dead (95-102), and seeing the Erinyes in a state of torpor, she goads them on
to pursue her son by rebuking their neglect for her past offerings and sacrifices (106-16). Before
she disappears, Clytemnestra exclaims (135-6):

dhyncov frap évdikolg oveideoty- Feel the pain of rightful reproaches in your gut;
TOIC 6OEPOGIY Yap avtikevipo yiyvetar.  to the ones with co@pooivn they are like a goad.

With certain amazement at the crudeness of Clytemnestra’s reprimand, Rademaker notes that these

lines present us with “surely the most strikingly paradoxical use of the word cd@pwv in the entire

40 Eu.43-5 &povt &laiog 0 Dyydvvntov kKAGSov / Mvel peyiotol cwepdvag Eoteppévoy, / dpyfitt Lot
Tide yap Tpavds épd. Sommerstein (1989, ad loc.) notes that Orestes “supplicates in the proper manner and with due
reverence, like a ocepvog mpociktwp (441).” The respect (€Bac) towards the oracle of Apollo betrays the humbleness
felt by the suppliant; the value of coppocvvn at 44 is attributed to Orestes through hypallage. For a note on the
peculiarity of co@pdvmg in apposition to peyiotmt, see West (1990b), 271-2.
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trilogy, [for] Clytemnestra treats the Eumenides as if they were a bunch of servants who fail to do
as they are told by their master.”** This reading, however, seems to be misleading, since the fact

that the gods have certain obligations towards mortals is expressed earlier by Orestes, who tells

Apollo (85-7):
dvag Amollov, oicOa pudv to pn adweeiv-  Lord Apollo, you know how to avoid being unjust;
€nel 6 émiotat, Kol 1O pny Apeleiv udde. since you know this all too well, learn to not be
60évoc 8¢ TotEV €1 PEPEYYLOV TO GOV. neglectful. I trust upon your power for my well-being.

Accordingly, Apollo later expresses his fears about Orestes’ case (233-4):

dewn yap €v Ppotoioct kav Bgoig TéAEL For the wrath of the suppliant is terrible amongst
10D TPOoTPOTAioL UTVIG, €l TpoddL o ékmv.  both mortals and gods, if they betray him willingly.

Next to these remarks, it should be noted that the apparition of Clytemnestra is now above the
status of a mere mortal. Like the other apparition of Aeschylean tragedy, Darius, who becomes
icodaipwv (Pers.634) after his death, Clytemnestra seems to occupy a similar position. As a result,
she argues that the Erinyes disregard her tyun by allowing her to wander dishonored among the
dead (95 &y & Ve’ VUGV G’ dmnTIHacuEv).

In view of her ascension to quasi-divine status, Clytemnestra appeals to the co@pocvvn of
the Erinyes, her £€yxotot kOveg (Ch.1054), since they belong in the same hierarchy. In this respect,
it is no wonder that she uses the blindness of the self-righteous lex talionis as the basis of her
appeal, since the Erinyes are equally blind in their one-dimensional perception of justice to the
chaos that retaliation has so far produced. As a matter of fact, cmppoctvn has a place even in the

rhetoric of these horrid demons, as they claim that (517-25):42

€60’ dmov 10 devov ey, There is a proper place for the
Kol pPeEVAV EMicCKOTOV dreadful, and for fear to sit upon
O’ Gve Kabnuevov: the mind as its overseer; it is
Eoppipet beneficial for cwepoochvy to
COEPOVETV VIO CTEVEL. come under painful compulsion.

4l Rademaker (2005), 120.
42 For the subtle interpretation of the @éoc xopdiag (522-3) as an expression for one’s dreams, where
“suppressed fear and anxiety manifest themselves,” see West (1990b), 286.
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Tig 8¢ undev &v phet Who then —city or man alike—

Kapdiog d£0¢ TpEPmv — shall revere Justice, without

fj TOAG, Bpotdg O Opoi- breeding any awe in the light of

og— &t av oéfot Aikav;  his heart?
This is the reaction of the Erinyes to Athena’s proposal for deciding Orestes’ case through
adjudication, arguing for the necessity of fear when it comes to matters of justice. It should be
noted that the Erinyes do not speak of justice in its entirety, but rather the intrafamilial felonies
that strictly belong to their jurisdiction.*® In their mind, the deterrent of dpaipog adBéving eovog
(212) is the fear that depends on the awareness of one’s status, since the tyun of these relentless
goddesses is the limitation of retaliation (227-8). In other words, it is not just the sanctity of the
parental figure that should deter someone from killing their parents, but also the reverence towards
the tiun of goddesses that guarantee the parents’ protection from abusive children.

There is, however, an apparent contradiction in what the Erinyes say about the atrocious
consequences of anarchy (494-516) and their belief that their awe-inspiring Ty is the bulwark for
mortals to have punt’ avapyetov Piov / ufte deomotovuevov (526-7). As one would expect, the
efficiency of their Tiun against despotism is given no further comment, since for the spectator of
the Oresteia the greatest foil to the claim of the Erinyes is that their terrorizing office deterred
neither Atreus from butchering his nephews, nor Agamemnon from sacrificing his daughter,** in

both cases an intrafamilial crime committed by a despot.*® Thus, the fear of the Erinyes has time

and again proven to be dysfunctional in the trilogy. Despite the inefficacy of fear towards the

43 Eu.210-4, 604-5.

4 Although the silence regarding Iphigeneia’s sacrifice after the end of the Agamemnon is striking, it seems
to be the result of a certain dramatic necessity. In his reconstruction of Proteus, Griffith argues that the satyr-play of
the Oresteia presented the traditional version of the myth, where Iphigeneia was never actually sacrificed; thus, “the
‘theodicy’ of the Oresteia [becomes] a little more palatable, if it is finally revealed in the fourth play... that Iphigeneia
is after all —and as half-expected— safe and sound” (2002, 243).

4 The children of Thyestes were slain in revenge for his seduction of Atreus’ wife; the mpdTapyog &t
(Ag.1191-7). On the other hand, the term deondton is regularly used to refer to the royal family members; cf. Ag.32,
1043, 1225; Ch.54, 82, 153, 157, 770, 875.
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Erinyes to deter intrafamilial crimes in the house of Atreus, however, the element of fear is adopted
by Athena. The goddess in fact echoes the words of the Erinyes during her inauguration speech
for the Areopagus, but this time transposed into the citizen body of the Athenians. Athena
proclaims that upon the Areopagus, respect and inborn fear of the citizens shall prevent injustice
(690-2 &v 8¢ T 6éPag / AotV POPog Te Evyyeviic TO ) adikelv oynost 168°),% and equally the
citizens’ fear of the Arecopagus shall guarantee the prevention of anarchy and despotism (696-9).
Consequently, the administration of justice passes on to the collective, instead of being in the hands
of self-righteous sovereigns.

In the juridical process that follows, the Erinyes are the losers. Despite their vehement
reactions to the acquitting result of the voting process, however, they give in to their newly
conferred Twuai and recognize the significance of the newly instituted custom. After asking them
to remain as citizens of Athens in eternity, Athena promises that their dreadful office will in fact
remain intact (903-37); thus, while uttering blessings for the city, the Erinyes —now Eumenides—

exclaim (997-1002):4

YOipeT’, AOTIKOC AEMG, Farewell, people of the city,
iktap fuevor A1dg seated close to Zeus, friends of
napBévou eilag pilot, the beloved virgin, gaining
COPPOVOIVTEG €V YpOVOL ocoepoovvn with the passage
IMoAAadoc & Hro Trepoig of time. Pallas’ father reveres
6vtag aleton ToThp. the ones under her wings.

The cw@pocivn of the Athenian citizens seems to harken back to the ship-governing metaphor of
the Hymn to Zeus, which has been so far evoked in key political moments of the trilogy. At this

point, however, there is a textual controversy. In 998, West accepts Bothe’s emendation of fjuevot

%6 These lines can read “the Areopagites’ fear of the citizens,” as well as “the citizens’ fear of the Areopagus.”
Sommerstein insightfully notes that the ambiguity is deliberate, since “the ‘radical’ and the ‘reactionary’ [in the
audience] can both interpret Athena’s words in a manner they will find congenial,” but he favors the “radical” reading
as it better suits &v 8¢ td1 (1989, ad 690-2).

47 Text citation from Sommerstein (1989).
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to fuévac,*® which would make the Athenian sit close to Zeus’ virgin daughter rather than Zeus
himself. On the other hand, Chiasson has defended the MSS tradition by tracing the thematic
connection of the passage with the Hymn to Zeus, arguing that “Aeschylus may have chosen to
enthrone the Athenians next to Zeus in order to recall and reverse with the greatest possible
emphasis the ominous image that marks the end of the Zeus Hymn.”*®

From this perspective, Chiasson provides an insightful interpretation of cw@pocivn in
1000 and its wider implications in the Oresteia, arguing that:>°

It is the role of the Areopagus in restraining citizens from injustice, emphasized by the

goddess in her foundation speech at 690-93, that allows us to appreciate how Athenian

wisdom (coepovodvieg v ypovot, 1000) surpasses the wisdom (coepoveiv, Ag.181)

imposed upon men in the Zeus Hymn. In the earlier passage cm@pocvvn represents the

punishment of wrongdoing inflicted by a violent god upon humans unwilling to respect

him, while in the later passage Athenian respect for Zeus (ideally) prevents injustice in the
first place, and precludes the need for punishment.

Nevertheless, the institution of the Areopagus does not solely depend on piety to hold injustice
among mortals in check. As Athena indeed emphasizes in 690-3, the transposition of administering
justice from the hands of one person —especially those of a self-entitled despot— to the collective
of a community involves a preventative respect, or fear, of both gods and mortals. Thus, the
democratic judicial system of the Athenian polis necessitates a status awareness on both the
religious and the social level; namely, a unique combination of social and religious cw@pocvV.
Consequently, the result of this political advancement is the inculcation of the quintessence of
ocw@pocvvn, and should the Athenians adhere to this system, they will be indeed cw@povodvteg

gv ypovor.! In this perspective, the democratic reform of administering justice leads not only to

8 See West (1990).

49 Chiasson (1999/2000), 154.

0jh. 152.

%1 In his commentary, Sommerstein notes that the prepositional phrase v ypévot normally means “eventually,
at last, in course of time” (cf. Supp.139, 938; Ag.857; Ch.1040; Eu.498), and explains that the implications are either
that 1) the Athenians are contrasted by the Erinyes with all other humans, or that 2) the Athenians learn co@pocivn
“in proper time” without the need of suffering (1989, ad 1000). In his article, Chiasson argues for the first reading,
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piety, but also to a conditional elevation of man close to the gods. Certainly, Zeus shall preside
over justice, but as long as mortals preserve a political system where god and human community
inspire equal respect, they shall be seated close to him in mutual reverence.

The end of the Oresteia coincides with the end of a simultaneous progress that revolved
around the pivot of cm@pocvvn. The political transformation of human society went hand in hand
with the transformation of the idea of justice, while it was slowly realized by both gods and mortals
that religious cm@poctvn should necessarily be coupled with social co@pocvvn, if justice is to be
effectively operative. The Agamemnon sets the scene for the problematic aspect of the lex talionis,
as administered by self-righteous sovereigns with utter disregard for social and religious propriety,
to emerge. On the one hand, a monarch that obsesses over his personal ambitions reaches the point
where he readily submits himself to the mavtoétolpov. On the other hand, the self-righteous
retaliation of Agamemnon’s punishers brings to the fore the delusions of superhuman status that
the monarchic society can cultivate. The rise of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra to the throne of Argos
was the rise of a domineering tyranny of avoctot, eventually deposed by the only real proxy of the
gods. Finally, the descent of the Erinyes upon Orestes signaled the clash of old and new principles;
a contrast that is less related to religion than it is to politics. When the dispute between the
representatives of the new and the old status quo comes to Athens, the divine queen of Athens
refrains from deciding the matter by herself, and like another Pelasgus in the Suppliants, she makes
the administration of justice not a matter of the individual, but a matter of the community. The
importance of co@pocvvn in the trilogy is reflected in the way it portrays the causality behind the

events that propel the entire plot, for the dysfunctionality of justice is mainly based on the ability

since “the placement of mere mortals at Zeus’ side would be extraordinary indeed, but... the Athenians are being
represented as indeed extraordinary mortals” (1999/2000, 153). Sommerstein later endorses Chiasson’s analysis and
admits that his second reading of &v ypovwt was mistaken (2010, 188).
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of sovereigns to act in an unrestrained manner that lacks co@pootvvn on all levels. This chapter
was an attempt to demonstrate the grandeur of Aeschylean poetics in fathoming how a dignified
non-democratic idea, the status-based behavioral propriety of cwepocvvn, finds a far better

implementation outside the environment of aristocratic individualism.
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Conclusions

The present study on cw@pocvvn in Aeschylus has been following the principles of
structuralism regarding the definition of the term’s semantics, engaging in “the quest for the
invariant, or for the invariant elements among superficial differences.” In view of that, it has
already been argued in the introduction that co@pocvvn is presently examined as the positive value
term for someone’s status-based behavioral propriety within a hierarchy. After examining all the
occurrences of the cognates of cw@pocvvn in the Aeschylean corpus, this definition is not only
confirmed, but also appears to be necessary for our understanding of this culturally significant
term. Accordingly, by looking closely at occurrences such as Pers.829, Sept.645, Ag.181, Ch.140,
and Eu.1000, it has been demonstrated that by reading into co@pocivn something as pointlessly
general as “wisdom” or “prudence” the obscurity of Aeschylean poetry is hardly illuminated. On
the contrary, the invariant element of the term’s semantics emerged as the status-based behavioral
propriety expected from humans in all different polarized hierarchy structures of their existence;
for example, those of god and mortal, king and subject, male and female, supplicated and suppliant,
as well as parent and child.

In the Persians, the appeal to co@poctvn illuminates the problems that surround the figure
of the monarch, who might be superior next to his subjects, but should in turn be co@pwv towards
the gods. Xerxes forgets his inferiority next to the gods and eventually insults them by assuming
a hubristic disposition. This problematic relationship between a monarch and the gods, however,
is directly influenced by the lack of bottom-up societal control within the monarchic regime. The

elevation of the Persian monarchs to divine status and the lack of any social control over their

! Lévi-Strauss (1995), 8.
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decisions creates a political milieu that is disturbingly dangerous for the individual seated on the
top of the social pyramid. Nonetheless, the fact that Xerxes takes an advantage that is readily
offered to him is his individual mistake —this is his auaptio, as Aristotle would put it
(Poet.1453a). Darius’ catalogue of good monarchs demonstrates where exactly Xerxes missed the
mark, since they showed religious cw@pocvvn by revering the gods as well as concern for their
subjects. Therefore, Xerxes’ mistake was to allow himself to fall into the delusion that having no
social peers makes you a god.

The Seven against Thebes is another example of the highly problematic relationship
between sovereigns in a monarchic society and co@pocvvn. In this play, even though monarchs
are not deified in an oriental fashion, they still have a distorted understanding of what constitutes
co@pocvvn. Eteocles and Polyneices appropriate co@poctvn, either directly or indirectly, in their
claims to what they think proper for their status; the former demands respect and obedience from
the Chorus, whereas the latter demands his restitution to the throne. Nevertheless, Aeschylus is
once again presenting a sovereign figure that possesses cw@pocvvr, and this time not by
implication, like Cyrus and Darius in the Persians, but explicitly. Amphiaraus is portrayed as the
quintessentially co@pov figure, since he realizes that mortals should be reverent towards the gods,
but also that kings should be considerate towards their subjects.

For the first time in the Seven, female co@pocivn appears in Eteocles’ rebukes against the
Chorus of maidens, who are asked to behave according to what Eteocles thinks proper towards the
gods and himself. The theme of female coppocuvn is further elaborated in the Suppliants, where
Danaus —another cogpwv figure by implication— advises his daughters as to how to achieve
their protection and smooth integration in the society of Argos. As seen in the respective chapter,

status-based propriety is the main referent of co@pocsvvn when it comes to Danaus’ admonitions.
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Danaus —at least for the trilogy’s surviving part>— is the co@pwv leader of a group of refugees,
who knows all too well how their gender and status prescribes their behavior, in contrast to their
pursuers, who disregard the Argives, their king, and the gods of Argos altogether. Next to the keen
interest on gender, cwppocvvr in the Suppliants reveals parts of Aeschylus’ pro-democratic
agenda, as ocw@pocvvn for prospective citizenry is necessitated in the context of an
anachronistically proto-democratic society.

In the Oresteia, all the status polarities in the previous tragedies are coming into play, plus
the status polarity of parent-child. The complexity of the trilogy in terms of cw@pocvvn is the
result of the term’s intimate connection with the dysfunctional administration of justice. Aeschylus
portrays the catastrophic potential of retaliatory justice, when taken into the hands of individuals
who lack cw@pocivn. Once again, the people without cw@pocivn are the scions of royal families,
whose social status allows for an extravagant amount of power that is channeled with complete
disregard for the people of Argos and eventually with impiety. The vicious cycle of crime and
revenge, renewed endlessly by self-entitled sovereigns, is eventually broken in Athens by a
democratic institution that exhibits the social and religious co@pocvvn that are lacking in the top
echelons of the monarchic society.

Considering this brief overview, it appears that co@pocvvn in Aeschylean tragedy is
mostly defined by its opposite. This study has been for the most part devoted to examining the lack
of cmppocvvn, either in its religious or social aspect, by the main characters of each play. On the

other hand, the characters credited with co@poctvn, either directly or by implication, serve as a

2 The scholarly debate on the nature of the Danaid tetralogy is too long and too speculative to be addressed
at present, while there seems to be no certainty regarding the content of the plays that followed the Suppliants.
Nevertheless, there is good reason to assume that Danaus is not just a wise old father that protects his daughters from
his nephews. In his extensive discussion on the trilogy, Garvie notes that there is a certain tradition that wants Danaus
receiving an oracle that one of his sons-in-law would kill him; thus, he seems to be the instigator of the impending
murder of the Aegyptiads. See Garvie (2006), 163-204.
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useful benchmark. Taking a closer look at the demographics of cw@pocvvn, the expressly
od@poveg characters of Aeschylus are Amphiaraus and Orestes, while Danaus indirectly proclaims
himself as one. On the other hand, cd@poveg characters by implication are Darius, Cyrus, and
Pelasgus. Finally, the Athenians citizens in the Oresteia represent the apogee of social and
religious coepocvv. Except for Orestes and the characters of the Suppliants, all individual mortal
Aeschylean characters that effectively shape the tragic plot with their actions —Xerxes, Eteocles,
Polyneices, Agamemnon, Clytemnestra, and Aegisthus— do in fact belong in two specific
categories: they lack co@poctvn and are of sovereign status.

Taking the above into consideration, it appears that Aeschylean co@pocvvn not only
exhibits a certain invariability in terms of semantics, but also operates within a limited horizon in
terms of thematics. Specifically, almost none of the monarch-protagonists in Aeschylean tragedy
has cwepoovvn. As a matter of fact, Aeschylus systematically problematizes the ability of the
socially unrestrained individuals to remain within the boundaries of their status as members of a
community, and eventually their status as mortals. Consequently, it seems that co@pocOvn is an
integral part of Aeschylus’ political vocabulary, since the term exemplifies the dysfunctional
aspects of political regimes that have no control mechanisms for the ones dominating the social
chain of command. In view of that, Sommerstein argues:®

The one political element that all Aeschylus’ surviving plays share is the contrast between

the powerful, self-interested individual in control of a state, and the community which

ought to be in control of itself... Consistently in Aeschylus the well-being of communities

is threatened by the irresponsible acts of powerful individuals and sustained by the
collective action of ordinary people.

What Sommerstein defines as the political leaders’ irresponsibility is exemplified in the way they

interact with status-based propriety. For the most part, the threat that communities face in

¥ Sommerstein (2010b), 298-9.
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Aeschylus is the unsound status awareness of their leaders, which manifests in their overbearing
rule, or their impiety towards the gods, or both. Therefore, it seems that there is an intention behind
Aeschylus’ use of co@poovvn, and this is to turn the concept on its head by insistently presenting
the dangers introduced by political environments of extreme inequalities. As seen in the course of
this study, these dangers for coppocvvn lurk in the alluring status delusions that political systems
with excessive divergence in social hierarchy nurture for the individuals on the upper echelons.
Considering that the rhetoric of Aeschylean cwepoovvn focuses on the individual in
power, it is striking that this kind of individual is for the most part the one that has nothing to do
with it. In view of that, the symbolic value of the monarch becomes highly significant. “In tragedy,
as in early Greek myth and literature generally,” Segal argues, “the king occupies the point of
symbolic intersection between the human and the divine, the natural and supernatural worlds.”* In
other words, the figure of the monarch is the medium between gods and mortals, and if the Greek
gods are interested in mortals —as they are— then the mediation of a monarch that has no
cognizance of his status towards them becomes exceedingly problematic. The usual problem that
arises from this ill communication with the gods is that entire communities fall victim to the whims
of the powerful individual. Therefore, it seems that coppocvvn in Aeschylus has a special role in
underlining the problematics of the political structure of monarchy; something that indeed makes
the message behind its use political. Certainly, the term “political” is opaque, especially regarding
its application to tragedy and its artistic purpose,® but if a political message is to be defined, this
should be as MacLeod defines the political aspect of tragedy; namely, the concern “with humans

being in a moAc.”® In these terms, it is no coincidence that the Aeschylean monarch is a

4 Segal, C. “Greek Tragedy and Society,” in Euben (1986), 51.

5 For a magisterial account of the various political readings of Greek tragedy and the conflicts between them,
see Said (1998), 277-84.

6 MacLeod (1982), 132.
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characteristically problematic figure in terms of cwepocvvn, while the term finds its most
congenial home in the democratic Athens of the Eumenides.

It could be argued, as Rademaker does, that the praise of democracy in the Oresteia is part
of a blatant pro-Athenian propaganda, but the overall treatment of cw@pocvvr in Aeschylus would
lend support to a general political perspective, rather than an Athenocentric one. In the Eumenides,
the Athenians are warned to respect the Areopagus if they want to preserve its potency as a
guardian of their city (690-706); thus, the cw@pocivn of Athens is strictly contingent on its
democratic identity. Therefore, Aeschylus describes the ideal society of cw@poctvn as the one
that moves through collective actions rather than individual whims. This seems to be part of a
criticism of non-democratic social structures, since the mechanism of contrast that reinforces one’s
conformity with the ways of cw@pocvvn is non-operative in a society where humans are
excessively unequal. To put it another way, if com@pocvvn is to know one’s place in contrast to
superiors, the monarchs of mythical past and historic present stand at the topmost level of social
stratification; thus, having no one to compare themselves to, they disregard their subjects or even
start acting in ways that intervene with the tyun of the gods. The problematic behavior of the
monarch, however, is not portrayed as a single person’s fault. With a view towards the Oresteia,
“it is obvious that the demos, the citizen body, are a presence whose importance, in political terms,
both Clytemnestra and Agamemnon acknowledge,” Podlecki argues, “although neither give the
impression of taking the people’s influence seriously into account as a determinant factor of his or
her own actions.” It is not that a monarch cannot have co@poctvn, but what Aeschylean tragedy
propagates is the idea that the co@pocvvn of a society is better guaranteed if the individual is held

in check by equal reverence towards gods and fellow mortals.

" Podlecki, J. A., “Polis and Monarch in Early Attic Tragedy,” in Euben (1986), 93.
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In retrospect, the great emphasis that North placed on the religious aspect of Aeschylean
cw@pocvvn is justified, but this one-dimensional approach does not do full justice to the greater
significance of the term in Aeschylean poetics. Admittedly, religion is a pivotal part of Aeschylus’
tragedies, but so is the political drama that ensues from his characters’ problematic religiousness.
In Aeschylus, to not confer proper tiun on the gods and the lack of edcéPeia are directly related to
the lack of cweppoovvn, which is the propellant of his tragic plots.

In addition to its religious aspect, Aeschylus also presents gender-based cw@pocvvr. The
female, as a being plagued by the ideological constraints of inferiority in all spheres of existence
in Greek society, is of great interest to the tragedian. In terms of cowepoctvn, Aeschylus’ female
characters seem to be used as paradigms of conflict on the social level. Just as the male characters
introduce chaos when they fall into status delusions, so do the female characters, especially
Clytemnestra.

Next to those perspectives, Aeschylus is especially interested in the connection between
coepocvvn and politics. The tragedies of the earliest surviving dramatist of democratic Athens
seem to be devoted to an idealized theorization of democracy, which is praised for its underlying
ideology. Consequently, Aeschylus portrays the Athenian regime that resulted from the radical
political movements of the 5" century as the only structure that can guarantee a social function
based on cw@pocvvn, thus saving human society from the menace of a life in anarchy or

despotism.
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Appendix 1

ZQOPOXYNH IN AESCHYLUS
Below is a list of all the cognates of cw@pocsvvn in Aeschylus. The columns of the list are
divided in order of 1) passage, 2) quotation, 3) speaker, 4) person referred to, and 5) notes on the
context. Next to the entries in column 4, there is a mark noting whether the referred person

possesses (+), lacks (-), or is admonished to have (ad.) cogpocivn.

Passage: Quotation: Speaker: Person referred to:  Notes:
(+) has coep.
(-) lacks cwop.
(ad.) admonished
to have cop.

Pers.829 mpog tadt’ ékeivov, cogpovelv keypnuévov  Darius Xerxes - The Chorus is asked to
advise Xerxes to stop his
god-insulting rashness.

Sept. 186  abewv, Aakdalew, cOPPOV®OV LIGHLOTO, Eteocles Chorus - Eteocles rebukes the
Chorus for their frantic
behavior.

568 &xtov Aéyoi’ av Gvdpo cOPPOvESTATOV Scout Amphiaraus + The scout’s report on
Amphiaraus.

610 ocoepov dikaiog dyadog evoepng avip Eteocles Amphiaraus + Eteocles endorses
Amphiaraus’ reported
virtues.

645  dysl yovn Tig cOEPOVOG TIYOLUEVT Scout Justice + The blazon of
Polyneices’ shield:
Justice leads a warrior
back home.

Supp.198 1o un paroov 8’ ék TuetdnmT coepdéveay  Danaus Danaids (ad.) The Danaids are advised
on how to behave during
their supplication.

710 gvyag pev aivd Taode chepovac, eilal Danaus Danaids + Danaus praises his
daughters’ prayers.

724 G obyog xpT| Kol GECOPPOVIGUEVOS Danaus Danaids (ad.) As the Egyptians arrive,
the Danaids are told to
behave.

992 moAAoicY BAAOLG COPPOVIGLAGLY TOTPOG Danaus Danaus + The Danaids are urged to

preserve their chastity.
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1013 10 coepovely Tudow Tod Biov TAov Danaus Danaids (ad.) Danaus on the value of
chastity.
Ag.180-1 «oimap’ G- Chorus Agamemnon? - The Chorus’ religious
Kovtag A0 coppovelv disquisition on
Agamemnon’s
enterprise.
351 yovor, kot Gvdpo ocdepov’ gbepoéveg Chorus Clytemnestra + The Chorus praise
Aéyelg Clytemnestra’s piety.
1425  yvdon didaydeic Oye yoiv 10 cPpoveiv Clytemnestra  Chorus - Clytemnestra attempts to
restrain the
rebelliousness of the
Chorus.
1620 oco@epovelv eipnuévov Aegisthus Chorus - Aegisthus commands the
Chorus to behave.
1664 coepovog yvoung [6°] dpoptodv tov Aegisthus Chorus - Aegisthus grows
Kpatodvid <Aodopeic> indignant with the
Chorus’ insubordination.
Ch.140-1  avtijt T pot 30¢ COPPOVESTEPOY TOAD Electra Clytemnestra - Electra asks her late
unTpog yevésbon xeipd 1° edboePeotépay father that she become
better than her mother.
786  30g FTOY0G TUYXEIV BE LoV Chorus Orestes (?) loc. incertus
KUPl®G TO COPPOGVVELT
HoopLévolg 10etv
Eu.43-4  &yovt’ éhaiag 0 Dyiyévvntov Khadov Pythia Orestes + Orestes’ proper
MVEL LEYIoT® 0OPPOVMS EGTEPUEVOV supplication to Apollo’s
altar.
136 1oig cOPpootv yap dvtikevrpa yiyveTon Clytemnestra  Erinyes Clytemnestra rebukes the
sleeping Erinyes.
520-1 &oueéper Erinyes Mortals The Erinyes assert the
GOPPOVELY VIO OTEVEL usefulness of suffering.
1000 ocwepovodvteg &V xpdvat Erinyes Athenians + The Athenian citizens
are praised after the
institution of Areopagus.
[Prom.983] «oi urv o0 vy’ olnm coepovelv nictacol Hermes Prometheus - Hermes demands

the passage in Chapter 4.
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Appendix 2

AGAMEMNON’S DILEMMA

Whether Agamemnon’s motive in avenging Zeus Xenios is honest is a question that is not
answered in the text. Nevertheless, the early portrayal of the Argive monarch seems to be heavily
leaning towards dishonesty, as Agamemnon’s piety towards Zeus Xenios seems to be more of an
excuse rather than the real motive for his desire to besiege Troy. Consequently, it is more than
justified to question whether in 206-17 Agamemnon is indeed facing a dilemma.

After Calchas proclaims the necessity of Iphigeneia’s sacrifice for the departure of the
armada (198-202), in the soliloquy where Agamemnon exposes what is identified as his dilemma,
he ponders that it is grievous to comply with Artemis’ demand and stain his hands with the blood
of his child (206-10). Nevertheless, it seems that deserting the armada and losing his alliance
weighs more heavily on his conscience, while he assumes that the gathered army would naturally
(0éuc) desire the sacrifice (211-7). During this crucial moment, Agamemnon fails to play his
strongest card for the justification of his expedition, as Zeus Xenios has no place in his crude
rationalization. Apparently, it is neither piety nor divine compulsion that forces the hand of
Agamemnon, who brashly prays “may all be well” (217 &b yap €in) even though Calchas had
already prophesied that the only thing bound to go well is the siege of Troy (126-30). Thus, the
Argive king is not called to solve any dilemma,? since the two options weighted are not the same.

On the one hand, there is a sacrifice of utter impiety with the well-known consequences of a Mijvig

2 As Zak argues: “The actors in the house of Atreus are too ready to concede the triumph of evil. The
opportunity to search for and discover a way out of their dilemmas is not absent or forbidden to them, it is squandered
by their thoughtless pieties. The corrective to their primitive theologies is Heidegger’s aphorism: questioning is the
piety of thought” (1995, 39).
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tekvomowvog (145-55). On the other hand, there is the loss of a military alliance without any
threatening consequences.® As Peradotto accurately observes:*
At Aulis Agamemnon experiences the existential limitations not only of the particular
principle of justice involved in vengeance for violations of hospitality, but of the outmoded
quest for heroic {fjloc. His free decision to sacrifice Iphigeneia is a dramatic refusal to

honour those limitations, and by it he incurs a punishment more ineluctable than that which
he himself inflicts upon Paris.

Agamemnon seems to be weighing two mutually exclusive options and chooses the only one that
is impious, as well as assuredly ominous.

This remark is of course directly contradicting the argument of Denniston-Page, who claim
that “Zeus himself commanded Agamemnon to sail to Troy.”® Agamemnon was never commanded
to sail to Troy as Orestes was commanded to kill Clytemnestra; thus, the text does not support a
religious necessity behind Iphigeneia’s sacrifice, and if he had any dilemma the Chorus certainly
imply that it was the wrong kind. At least for the elders of the Chorus, Agamemnon should never

have decided in favor of continuing with the war.

3 At this point, Agamemnon reveals that his drive is an incessant desire for power and prestige; see
Sommerstein (2010b), 258-61.

4 Peradotto (1969), 257.

5> Denniston & Page (1957), xv. The same opinion is upheld by scholars who deny Agamemnon the agency
of his own free will; see Whallon (1961), 83-8; Lesky (1966), 82-3; Lebeck (1971), 7-16; Fontenrose (1971), 72-8;
Ewans (1975), 26. On the other hand, numerous scholars impugn the fatalistic interpretation of Agamemnon’s actions;
see Fraenkel? (1950), 99; Kitto (1960), 1-21; Dodds (1960), 27-9, and (1973), 54-63; Peradotto (1969), 249-52; Dover
(1973), 65; Sansone (1975), 32; Tyrrell (1976), 331-4; Edwards (1977), 27-38; Gantz (1983), 75-86; Sommerstein
(2010b), 260.
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